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BILL TO AMEND SECTION 7 OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE 
EXPENSES ACT OF 1946, AS AMENDED 





FRIDAY, APRIL 30, 1954 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Execurive AND 
LeGisLaTIVE REorGANIZATION, 
CoMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:10 o’clock a. m., 
in room 1501, New House Office Building, Hon. Marguerite Stitt 
Church, acting chairman, presiding. 

Present: Representatives Clare E. Hoffman, Marguerite Stitt 
Church, John W. McCormack, and Jack B. Brooks; also Clyde W. 
Smith, general counsel of the Government Operations Committee. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. The meeting will come to order. 

This subcommittee is meeting this morning in consideration of 
H. R. 179, introduced in the House on January 3, 1953, by Hon. L. 
Mendel Rivers, Member of Congress from the First Congressional 
District of South Carolina—a bill which provides for the payment of 
the expenses of return transportation of Federal employees and au- 
thorized dependents, but not household effects, from posts of duty 
outside continental United States, if the agreed period of overseas 
service has been satisfactorily completed, and the employee is return- 
ing on leave prior to serving another tour of duty at the same over- 
seas post; allows the expenses of returning the immediate family 
and household effects of the employee prior to his return when the 
employee is eligible for such transportation, or the public interest 
requires it, or the return is necessitated by circumstances beyond the 
individual’s control. 


(H. R. 179 follows:) 


[H. R. 179, 83d Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 7 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946, as amended 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That section 7 of the Administrative 
Expenses Act of 1946 (60 Stat. 806; 5 U. S. C. 78b-8), as amended, is further 
amended by changing the period at the end thereof to a colon and adding the 
following: “Provided further, That expenses of return travel and transportation, 
including authorized dependents but excluding household effects, from their 
posts of duty outside the continental United States to the places of actual 
residence at time of appointment to such overseas posts of duty, shall be allowed 
in the case.of persons who have satisfactorily completed an agreed period of 
service overseas and are returning to their actual place of residence for the 
purpose of taking leave prior to serving another tour of duty at the same over- 
Seas post, under a new written agreement entered into before departing from 
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the overseas post: Provided further, That expenses of transportation and of the 
mmediate family and shipment of household effects of any employee from the 
post of duty of such employee outside continental United States to place of 

tual residence at time of appointment shall be allowed prior to the return 
f such employee to the United States when the employee has acquired eligibility 
or such transportation or when the public interest requires the return of the 
dependents for compelling personal reasons of a humanitarian or compassionate 
nature, such as may involve physical or mental health, death of any member of 
the immediate family, or obligation imposed by authority or circumstance over 
which the individual has no control: And provided further, That when an em- 
ployee returns his immediate family and household goods to the United States 
it his own expense prior to his return and for other than reasons of public 
interest, the Government shall reimburse him for proper transportation expenses 

such time as he acquires eligibility.” 

Mr. Rivers, the author of the bill, is here to testify. and we will be 
glad to have him speak first. 

Congressman Rivers. 


STATEMENT OF HON. L. MENDEL RIVERS, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Rivers. Madam Chairman, I am indeed very privileged at this 
opportunity to appear in defense of my legislation, H. R. 179. 

My reason for having introduced this bill was brought about by the 
fact that the president of the National Association of Supervisors in 
the Department of Defense, a constituent of mine, who has been presi- 
dent for a number of years and is the now president, asked me to 
introduce this legislation and explained to me the inequities now 
obtaining as a result of a decision handed down by the Comptroller 
General in August 1951. 

The Comptroller General ruled that Public Law 830, approved 
September 23, 1950, which amended the act of August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 
808), otherwis se known as the Administrative Expense Act, made no 
provision for paying the return transportation unless the employee is 
returning to be separated from employment. 

That is, employees in the extraterritorial possessions of the United 
States, like Hawaii, Guam, Subic Bay, I imagine, and Puerto Rico, 
and others, at which we have important Government installations. 

This decision by the Comptroller General immediately compelled 
civilian Government employees on the Islands of Hawaii, Guam, 
Subic Bay, and other outer continental possessions of the United 
States, to sever their services with this Government in order to obtain 
transportation to which they had heretofore been entitled. 

In addition to this, the amendment to the appropriations bill, known 
as the Whitten amendment, made it impossible for an employee to 
obtain reemployment after an earned vacation or otherwise and had 
to be given a new appointment since a break in service had occurred. 
Accordingly, affected employees lost competitive status, retention 
group preferences, and other advantages given to permanent em- 
ployees. 

The Whitten amendment required that these employees be given 
indefinite appointments and their status of course was not safe or 
definite. Of course, it was difficult to get employees under those condi- 
tions and that is where the Government had to pay through the nose. 

It is my opinion that the present law was not intended to compel 
an employee to resort to this type of activity in order to gain justice 
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from his Government. It is also my opinion from the many years 
I have served on the military committees—the 14 years I have been 
in Congress—that the Government has substantial investment in these 
people by way of training, proficiency, and qualifications that it should 
not be compelled to lose these employees at these important bastions 
in the Pacific and the Atlantic, presently manned and operated by 
men and women of proven loyalty and abilities. This decision of the 
Comptroller General makes it difficult indeed to maintain the security 
of the United States. 

I say that because if you are constantly losing your employees, how 
are you going to keep track of these people ? 

My bill, Madam Chairman, is in conformity with the policy of the 
President. 

I would like to insert in the record letters I have received from 
the Bureau of the Budget’ calling it to my attention and suggesting 
certain changes in my legislation. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Without objection, they will be included. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 


IXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
SUREAU OF THE Bupcet, 
Washington, D. C., July 16, 1958. 
Hon. L. MENDEL RIVERS, 
Member, Committee on Armed Services, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My DEAr Mr. Rivers: This is in reply to your letter of June 30, 1953, in which 
you ask that recommendations regarding H. R. 179 be made to the House Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

In its reply to the House Committee on Government Operations which re- 
quested views on this bill, the Bureau indicates its concurrence in the objectives 
of the bill and advises that its enactment is in accord with the program of the 
President. A copy of this letter is enclosed. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROWLAND HUGHES, 
Assistant Director. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., July 16, 1953. 
Hon. CLARE FE. HOFFMAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, New House Office Building, 
Vashington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of February 17, 1953, 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on H. R. 179, a bill to amend 
section 7 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946, as amended. 

This bill would amend section 7 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946 
in the following three provisos: First, authorizing the payment of expenses of 
return travel and transportation for an employee and his family between tours 
of duty overseas; second, authorizing the payment of expenses of the return of 
the family and effects of an employee who has acquired eligibility for such 
transportation prior to his return or when the public interest requires the return 
of the dependents for compelling personal reasons of a humanitarian or com- 
passionate nature; and third, authorizing the reimbursement of an employee 
for expenses he incurs in returning his family and household goods prior to his 
return, at such time as he acquires eligibility. 

The Bureau of the Budget believes that the provisions of H. R. 179, subject 
to certain changes which will clarify the language of the bill, should be enacted 
as a measure which will permit savings to the Government through reduction 
in costly turnover among overseas employees who are not subject to the Foreign 
Service Act of 1946, and who do not, therefore, receive consideration of the kind 
provided in that act. H. R. 179 would, in limited respects, provide a greater 








4 AMEND ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES ACT, 1946 


uniformity of treatment of Federal employees overseas, as well as saving at least 
a portion of the present expenditures for rec ruiting and training replacements, 

In their reports to your committee on this bill, the Secretary of Army on be- 
half of the Secretary of Defense, and the Secretary of Commerce, are recom 
mending its enactment subject to certain changes in language. The Bureau 
concurs in these suggestions and in addition believes that it would be desirable, 
for the purpose of standardizing terminology, that the terms “authorized de- 
pendents” found on page 1, line 8, and “dependents” on page 2, line 14, of the 
bill be deleted, and the term “immediate family,” as found on page 2, lines 8 
and 20, and presently in the act in this section and elsewhere, be substituted. 

The Bureau also suggests that, as the Bureau and the departments concerned 
believe that the three provisions of this bill should be equally applicable to the 
many employees hired in or transferred from such Territories as Hawaii for 
service in the Orient, or Puerto Rico for service in the Caribbean area, the phrase 
“to the United States” should be deleted from page 2, lines 12 and 21. 

Finally, since this bill is intended to allow in the new provisos for the return 
of transferees as well as new appointees as do present provisions of the Ad- 
ministrative Expenses Act, it is suggested that the words “or transfer” be in- 
serted after “appointment” on page 1, line 10, and the words “at time of ap- 
pointment” be deleted on page 2, line 11. 

I am authorized to advise you that the enactment of H. R. 179, with the 
changes suggested, would be in accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROWLAND HUGHES, 
Assistant Director, 

Mr. Rivers. Madam Chairman, I want to bring this to your atten- 
tion. I am sure you understand the provisions of the bill. It is 
very simple. I did not write it, but I agreed to it because it looked 
good to me. I take no credit for the composition of it, but I take 
full responsibility for having introduced it. 

When an employee decides he cannot come home after he has earned 
his vacation, and bring those who he thinks are entitled to come— 
and as you know, the State De penne travels all over the landscape 
of the world and are paid to bring their possessions on a change in 
assignment—I think that employee does not feel right about it. I do 
not compare all of these employees with the missions fulfilled *, our 
diplomats, bu’ in their own minds and in their own contributions it 
IS as Importan to them as it is to the State Department. 

I submit that when a man earns his accrued benefits in order to 
get back home for a vacation he should not be compelled to sever his 
position with his Government in order to come home, because when 
he does that the Government loses his services, trained and proven. 
The Government has to recruit someone else whom they have to pay 
to go, and they pay itanyway. That is the law. 

ill says, pa lis man’s way back and pay his way back to his 

My bill say y tl] n’s way back | ] back to | 
station for those who you decide in your judgment are the justified 
dependents. It could be the immediate household, or whatever you 
want to put in there is perfectly satisfactory to me. I just think it 
is well rounded and straightens out the Comptroller General's decision. 

In addition, these supervisors in the Department of Defense have 
to recruit these people to send to these outlying bastions, wherever they 
may be. It causes an awful lot of enmity on the part of our super- 
visors stateside in order to obtain these people. I submit that this 
legislation should have been considered shortly after the decision of 
the ¢ ‘omptroller General, but our Government is involved in so many 
things that I realize it is an impossibility. 

I am indebted to you for bringing it up. I am grateful to your 
committee and your fine chairman for assisting me in it. 

' 
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I am open to any questions you may have. 


Mrs. Cuouren. Thank you. Mr. Hoffman, do you have any 
questions ¢ 


Mr. Horrman. Only one. As I understand it, you did not draft the 
bill. At whose request did you introduce it ? 

Mr. Rivers. At the request of the president of the National Super- 
visors Association of the Department of Defense. He is a constituent 
of mine and his name is J. B. Melton. 

Madam Chairman, I would like very much to introduce as a matter 
of record a letter I received from J. B. Melton, the president of the 
National Association of Supervisors of the Department of Defense. 
That was dated April 9, 1954. 

I introduced the bill, as you know, in January 1953. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Without objection, the letter will be included in the 
record, 

(The letter from Mr. Melton is as follows :) 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SUPERVISORS, 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 
April 9, 1954. 
Hon. L. MENDEL RIVERS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MENDEL: Thanks for your letter of April 6, in which you requested infor- 
mation regarding H. R. 179, which you introduced for us. The following is the 
reason for which we requested your assistance in introducing the above bill. 

Public Law 830, approved September 23, 1950, which amended the act of August 
2, 1946 (60 Stat. SOS), otherwise known as the Administrative Expense Act, 
governs the matter of paying expenses of travel of employees and expenses of 
transportation of dependents and household effects of civilian employees upon 
transfer or appointment to places of duty beyond the continental limits of the 
United States and upon their return. This statute does not provide for the pay- 
ment of travel and transportation expenses at Government expense for employees 
stationed outside the continental limits who return to the United States for 
vacation leave (with or without dependens) at the end of a stipulated period. 
In the case of Navy as well as other Department of Defense employees, this 
employment period is normally for 2 years at a time. The Comptroller General 
has ruled, under date of August 16, 1951 (B-104200), that the statute, as amended, 
makes no provision for paying the return transportation unless the employee is 
returning to be separated from employment. 

The problems arising from the above decision makes recruiting of career em- 
ployees for these important outposts impossible for the following reasons. The 
high cost of transportation and the distance involve from any post outside the 
continental limits of the United States will force employees to resign their posi- 
tions if they desire to return home for the purpose of an extended vacation, in 
order to return at Government expense, and if he resigns nothing has been saved, 
for a new employee must be recruited and his transportation is paid to the sta- 
tion of duty. Further, under the above ruling, these employees who desire to 
return to their overseas job after vacation must be given a new appointment, 
since a break in service has occurred. In following this ruling the employee loses 
competitive status, retention group preferences, and all other advantages given 
to permanent employees. Also, under present regulations all new appointments 
would be indefinite, as required by the Whitten amendment. 

We have become very concerned with the decision of the Comptroller General 
since the supervisory force are required to assist in recruiting transfers to these 
outposts, yet we are of the opinion that it was not intended to force an employee 
to resign and lose his civil-service status in order to return home on vacation 
or back to his old job. This is a decided hardship and unfair to those who are 
willing to serve beyond the continental limits of the United States. Many of 
these employees come from our area as well as other areas. 

Since the Comptroller’s decision, we supervisors have become quite concerned 
at the difficulty and in some cases the inability to recruit qualified personnel for 
Pear! Harbor, Guam, Subie Bay, and other important Department of Defense 
outposts beyond the continental limits of the United States. As you know, the 
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only way that these important outlying installations have to secure their trained 
mechanics is fi the various establishments in the United States, and without 
the properly trained personnel at these stations we believe the security of our 
country will be jeopardized 


We greatly appreciate your efforts on H. R. 179 and hope the above will be 
ige and eliminating the present injustice. 


of some value n securing itS pass 


Sincerely, 
J. B. MELTON. 

Mrs. Cuvurcnu. Are there anv other questions, Mr. Hoffman ? 

Mr. Horrman. No. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Mr. McCormack. 

Mr. McCormack. No questions. 

Mrs. Cutrcn. Mr. Brooks 

Mr. Brooxs. No questions. Thank you. Madam. 

Mrs. Cutcrcu. I have one question. if I may. Do the provisions 
of this bill do more or go further than to restore the rights which the 
empiovee } ad he fore the Compt roller General’s decision ? 

Mr. Rivers. They are more clearly delineated and they are made by 

t of law ar d not an act of exe cutive order. 

Mrs. Cucrcn. Do I understand that prior to that decision an em- 
ovee could transport his furniture back when he came on leave? 
Mr. Rivers. I do not know. I think he was. I just do not know. 
Mavbe some of these people here can tell you that. 

Mrs. Cuvurcn. It will probably be developed in later testimony. 

Mr. Rivers. All I know is it was explained to, Madam Chairman, 
that these emplovees were always told they had these rights until 
the Comptroller General rendered his decision. 

Mrs. Cuvurcu. Had thev exercised those rights over a period of 
vears ¢ 
' Mr Rrvrrs. IT helieve sx But Tam sure his decision told them once 
al 1 for all they lid not have it And that is the advice of the Depart- 
ment of Defense Supervisors Association. Also, all of these supervi- 
sors from all over the United States sav thev have had to recruit em- 
plovees from Boston, and Charleston, and Portsmouth. and San Fran- 

is o. and everywhere It sed an aw f) ] lot of expenditure of effort 
al d veryv m ch expense. 

This makes it a matter of law and not executive order. 

Mrs. Cutren. Thank vou very much. 

Mr. Rrvers. Mav I be excused ? 

Mrs. Crcurcn. Yes. Mr. Rivers. 

We have another Member of Congress present, the Delegate from 
Hawaii. Mr. Farrington. 


] ) 


( 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. R. FARRINGTON, A DELEGATE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE TERRITORY OF HAWAII 


Mr. Farrrnetron. Madam Chairman. T thank vou for the oppor- 
tunity of appe iring before the committee. I am here to urge enact- 
ment of H. R. 179, which amends section 7 of the Administrative Ex- 
pense Act of 1946, to restore to Federal personnel outside the United 
States the privilege of returning every 2 vears to their homes in the 


States at the expense of the Federal Government. 

For many vears this constituted one of the primary inducements 
for the recruitms nt of personne] with highly specialized training who 
were not available locally for employment at Pearl Harbor. The prac- 








AMEND ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES ACT, 1946 


tice was revoked under a regulation of the Comptroller General in 
General Decision No. B 104200 on August 16, 1951. 

The legislation is strongly supported by the National Association 
of Supervisors, Local 19: the Fourteenth Naval District Personnel 
Supervisors and Representatives Association; and the National Asso- 
ciation of Naval Technical Supervisors, Pearl Harbor. 

These organizations embrace most of the highly skilled employees 
of the Pearl Harbor Naval Yard. 

In a memorandum on the reasons for this legislation, Stanley Nel- 
son, represent ing the National Association of Supervisors, has this to 
say, and I would like to read from it, Madam Chairman, as it presents 
the issue quite concisely as it applies to the employees at Pearl Harbor, 
who are in a very important way affected by this legislation. 

I might say as a matter of general information that well in excess of 
90 percent of the personnel employed at Pearl Harbor are residents 
and citizens of the Territory of Hawaii. The policy of the Federal 
Government is to e mploy the local residents. But there are certain 
highly skilled fields for which they have to go elsewhere for personnel, 
and it is the latter who are involved in this legislation. The following 
illustrates in a very specific way how this operates. 


At the Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard and other activities of the 14th Naval 
District there are approximately 850 mainland contract employees. Total ci- 
Vilian employment in the 14th Naval District is slightly over 13,000. 


So you see it is less than 10 percent of the total. 


The mainland contract personnel occupy, in the main, engineer jobs, top admin- 
istration posts, and certain skilled mechanical jobs, such as—electronics me- 
chanics, radio mechanics, and fire-control mechanics. These are positions which 
the employing activities have been unable to fill in Hawaii's local labor market. 
Although broadened programs at the local university, broadened apprentice pro- 
grams, and good training programs within the activities make it likely that in 
15 or 20 years the Territory can pretty well supply virtually all local needs of 
Federal agencies, it is fair to say at the present time that mainland recruited 
personnel constitutes a nucleus without which some activities, particularly the 
naval shipyard, could not operate efficiently. 


PRACTICE PRIOR TO COMPTROLLER GENERAL DECISION B-104200 OF AUGUST 16, 1951 


Standard practice on mainland recruitment is te bring personnel out on a 
2-year employment agreement. This agreement brings out the employee, his 
dependents, and his household goods at Government expense. It further pro- 
vides that upon completion of the contract term, the employee is entitled to be 
returned with his dependents and household goods to his place of recruitment. 
Up until February 8, 1952, the practice was as follows: 

1. Sometime after completion of the 2-vear contract the employee and his 
dependents would return to the mainland point of recruitment at Government 
expense upon completion of contract orders. 

2. Mainland Jeave averaging approximately 45 days would be taken by the 
employee. 

3. After his leave was completed the employee would return to Hawaii with 
his family under the terms of a renewal employment agreement which he had 
signed before he left Pearl Harbor. This renewal agreement would obligate 
the employee for 2 years more of service. It is important to note that during 
the time the employee was on the mainland, his activity carried him on the 
rolis in annual lenve stetus so that the em»loyee had 1 break in service or 
change in civil service status, 

Advantages to the employee under this setup were : 

1. Opportunity to see one’s relatives on the mainland. 

2. Improved health by virtue of getting some change in climatic environment 


8. An assured job upon return from mainland leave. 
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4, A paid mainland vacation which would otherwise be virtually impossible 
since the average civilian servant with family has great difficulty in saving 
enough to make a mainland trip. 
lvantages to the enrployer under this setup were: 

1. Low turnover among the personnel concerned, 
2. Consequent minimum expense in training personnel in key billets. 
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3. Stability in the organization which is extremely desirable particularly in the 


Military Establishment In the Military Establishment there is periodic rota- 
tion of officer personnel. It is, consequently, very important that technical per- 
sonnel and administrative personnel furnish continuity in the application of 
policy, know-how, and procedures 

It will be noted that the advantages to the employing activity stem largely 
from the fact that employees were satisfied and entirely willing to sign renewal 


agreements. They found Hawaii a satisfying place to live and work as long as 
there was reasonable job security and a periodic opportunity to renew their main- 
land ties 


I will ask. Madam Chairman, that the balance of this statement be 
incorporated in the record at this point. 

Mrs. Cuvurcu. Without objection, it will be included in the record 
at this point. 

(The document is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon J. R. FARRINGTON, A DELEGATE IN CONGRESS FROM THI 
TERRITORY OF HAWATI 


RULINGS UPSETTING THE ABOVE PRACTICES 


On October 16, 1951, the Comptroller General handed down the decision referred 
to above. This decision held that under Public Law 600 (approved October 2, 
1946), as amended by Public Law 830 (approved September 23, 1950), it was 
no longer legal to pay an employee’s way back to the mainland if the purpose of 
the trip was to take mainland leave. Only if the employee was being separated 
could travel expenses be paid As a consequence, the Navy Department discon- 
tinued its previous use of renewal employment agreements on February 8, 1952. 
The Navy Department was also informed by the General Accounting Office that 
no former overseas employee could be rehired until the time had passed covering 
any lump-sum leave payment made to him. Also operating in this situation is the 
so-called Whitten amendment. A fourth ruling pertaining to the situation is a 
civil service regulation which forbids the appointment of any mainland personnel 
not possessing competitive civil service status as long as there are any eligibles 
for the position on the register of the Honolulu office of the Civil Service Com- 
mMISsS1on, 


PRESENT PRACTICES 


Because of the above rulings, it is not possible at the present time for a main- 
land-hired employee who wants to go to the mainland upon completion of contract 
and come back again at Government expense, to remain on the rolls of the activity 
throughout the process and merely sign a renewal employment agreement. In- 
stead, he must go through these steps: 

1. Return to his mainland home on completion of contract orders. 

2. Be separated from the rolls of his employing activity upon his arrival in 
San Francisco 

3. Be paid a lump-sum leave payment for such leave as he had accumulated—45 
days, for example. . 

1. Stay off the rolls until such time as his leave would have elapsed—for ex- 
ample, 45 days if that was the amount of leave he had. 

5. Be given a new appointment and a new 2-year contract, both effective upon 
expiration of the time when his leave, if taken day by day, would have run out. 


DISADVANTAGES OF PRESENT PRACTICE 


The present practice has serious disadvantages both to employees and the 
employing activity. 

In the case of a permanent civil-service employee, he loses his permanent status 
when he takes a new appointment under these conditions. By operation of the 
Whitten amendment the new appointment must be an indefinite appointment in 
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lieu of reinstatement. By taking such an appointment, the career employee drops 
into a lower retention group by reduction-in-force purposes. For example, a 
career employee who is a veteran, by taking the new appointment, would drop 
from retention group I-A to retention group II-A. Instead of being in the top 
retention group he falls into the third retention group, behind permanent nonvet- 
erans. It will be noted also that the employee must use up absolutely all his 
leave, leaving no reserve for emergencies Which may occur. As might be ex 
pected, under these circumstances the career employee, and this includes most of 
the top civilian administrators and professional personnel, does not wish to 
jeopardize his career status by taking an indefinite appointment. Te is then faced 
with the alternatives of staying here indefinitely without any mainland visits or 
making a transfer to a mainland activity. A number of career employees, having 
only these two alternatives, have already transferred. Many others are seriously 
considering doing so since family pressure and changes in attitude tend to bring 
about this point of view. It is one thing to live in Hawaii knowing that there 
will be a mainland trip every few years. It is quite another for a mainlander to 
live in Hawaii indefinitely with little prospects of getting back to the mainland 
for a trip and to see one’s family. 

With respect to employees who do not have permanent civil-service status, the 
situation is equally unsatisfactory. Included in this category is a considerable 
number of professional engineers hired on indefinite appointments after Septem- 
ber 1, 1950. Many of these men have acquired valuable know-how at their activ 
ities and they cannot readily be replaced. Many are generally pretty well satis- 
fied with their jobs and life in Hawaii and their employers would like to retain 
them. However, under the present practice, the activity does not have very much 
to offer, particularly when it is remembered that engineers are in short supply 
and newspapers in any large city contain many columns of help wanted ads in this 
category. When such an employee goes back to the mainland upon completion of 
contract, he knows that he cannot be rehired by the Hawaiian activity until his 
leave runs out. He knows also that there is a chance that the activity may not 
be able to rehire him because of the civil-service regulation mentioned under the 
heading “Rules Upsetting the Above Practices.” In other words, if a local appli- 
cant comes up on the Honolulu register of the Civil Service Commission before the 
mainlander is rehired, the activity cannot rehire the mainlander. Ordinarily, 
the personnel under discussion have little in the way of financial reserve to fall 
back upon. Therefore, when such an employee decides he wants to make a main- 
land trip, he tries to protect himself with continuity of employment by either 
negotiating a job before leaving Hawaii or starting to look around for one as soon 
as he arrives on the mainland. Summarizing, since the activity cannot make a 
definite commitment to him, as would be the case if they could give him a firm 
renewal contract before leaving, the man has to look around for a job and he 
generally finds one. 

From the standpoint of the employing activity, the present practice is ex- 
tremely disadvantageous. As mentioned above, there is a trend for career em- 
ployees to leave the Hawaiian area. It is difficult to get qualified replacements 
from the mainland, since career employees there are familiar with the present 
shortcomings in the Hawaiian setup. Also, as outlined above, the employee 
working on an indefinite appointment tends not to return once he decides to go 
to the mainland. This has resulted, therefore, in the case of both permanent 
and indefinite employees, in increased personnel turnover. This has in turn 
caused increased training costs and reduced efficiency. Consider, for example, 
the loss involved to the Government by its inability to offer an attractive renewal 
contract proposition to young engineers who have been recruited immediately 
following graduation. In the 2 years of service at the 14th Naval District 
activities, such employees have just begun to be of real value. They have gone 
through a training period and acquired some knowledge of their particular field. 
Then, because of the unsatisfactory renewal contract situation, the young engi- 
neer separates and it becomes necessary to hire another man fresh out of school 
to take his place. The most unfortunate part of the whole picture is that the 
expense in bringing out the new man is not a bit less than it would be to bring 
the experienced man back again after a mainland vacation. In fact, the expense 
for the experienced man is normally less, since on renewal contracts there is 
usually very little bringing out of additional household goods. 

It is well to note that at the present employment level in the 14th Naval Dis- 
trict the situation is acute enough; were a worsening of the Asiatic situation 
to require employment at an appreciably higher level in the Hawaiian area, 
the situation would become even more acute. 
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WHAT PASSAGE OF H. BR 79 WOULD ACCOMPLISH 


This bill would in effect amend Public Law 600 to permit return to the former 
renewal agreement procedure described in Practice Prior to Comptroller General 
Decision B—-104200 of August 16, 1951, above. It is understood that the bill has 
Department of Defense and Navy Department endorsement. Prompt passage 
of this legislation would do much to prevent a further exodus of experienced 
key personnel, would reduce turnover, reduce training costs, and generally 
operate to the Government’s interest by promoting that efficiency which results 
from a stable nucleus of experienced administrators, professional personnel, and 
skilled tradesmen not locally available. There would be no increased costs to 
the Government by virtue of the passage of such legislation since, as outlined 
above, replacement for personnel leaving must still be obtained in the mainland 
labor market. 


Mr. F ARRINGTON. | would like also to place In the record a letter 
from Mr. Frederick H. Otis of the American Federation of Technical 
Kkngineers, Local 121, Honolulu, Hawaii. 

Also a letter from Peter A. Proskefalas, vice president of the Pacific 
Ocean area of the National Association of Supervisors, in support 
of this legislation. 

Mrs. CHURCH. Without objection, it W ill be included in the record. 

(The documents are as follows:) 


AMERICAN FEDERATION OF 7 HNICAL ENGINEERS, LOCAL 121, 
Honolulu, Hawaii, April 19, 1954. 
Hon. WrLLiAM E. MILLER, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. Mitten: As a member of the above organization and a resident of 
the State of New York, I would like to call to your attention the desirability 
of passage of H. R. 179. This bill comes up for hearing before a subcommittee 
of the Government Operations Committee on April 30. 

At the present time it is impossible for engineering and other technical per- 
sonnel of mainland background working in the Hawaiian area to get any “home 
leave” except under the most unfavorable conditions, If they are employees 
with permanent civil-service status, they lose such status and must accept an 
indefinite appointment if they desire to go home and come back out to Hawaii 
under a new contract. Engineers who do not have permanent status are equally 
bad off. Even if they and their employing activity agree 100 percent on the 
desirability of a new contract agreement, the present regulations make it im- 
possible for the employer to make a firm commitment to the employee which he 
an count on when he goes up to the mainland on leave. 

It has been the observation of this organization that many naval activities 
in this area possess a nucleus of skilled professional help recruited on the main- 

nd upon whom the activities must rely heavily. This is so because skills they 
possess are not available in the local labor market. Since the rendering of 
Comptroller General Decision No. B—104200 of August 16, 1951, the situation has 
been extremely unfavorable to the recruitment and retention of qualified person- 
nel. ‘Turnover has increased among such personnel, as have also costs of train- 
ng them. There tends to be a constant replacement of experienced personnel 
with new hands which could be largely avoided if the home-leave situation 
were improved. I would also like to point out that present conditions are of 
no advantage to the Government ecOnomywise, since, as mentioned above, the 
replacement cannot be obtained locally. What happens is that an experienced 
man goes back to the mainland to stay after serving his contract term and a 
green man comes out at Government expense to take his place. 

I strongly urge your attention to this problem. Passage of H. R. 179 will 
restore practices existing in this area prior to August 16, 1951, and will do a 
lot to reduce turnover and achieve the stable, experienced corps of professional 
personnel so essential to the conduct of the Government’s business in this vital 
defense area. 

Sincerely yours 


FREDERICK H. Of!Is. 
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SUPERVISORS, 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 
April 19, 1954. 
Hon. JOSEPH R. FARRINGTON, 
Delegate from Hawaii, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. FARRINGTON : I would like to avail myself of this opportunity to intro- 
duce myself by this letter until such time as I have the pleasure of meeting you. 
Although I have met you on a number of occasions, those meetings were rather 
casual group meetings. 

At the annual convention of the National Association of Supervisors, Depart- 
ment of Defense, held in Washington, D. C. this past February I was elected 
national vice President, Pacific Ocean area replacing Mr. Fred P. Colson who 
formerly held this position. I have been designated by our National President 
Melton to serve and represent the locals of supervisors at Pearl Harbor and Guam 
for the ensuing year. 

Brother Stanley Nelson, secretary of Local No. 19, showed me the letter you 
had sent him in connection with H. R. 179. We were very pleased to learn that 
hearings would be conducted on Congressman Rivers H. R. 179 on April 30, 1954. 
A considerable number of overseas Federal employees are very much in favor of 
passage of this bill. Our membership in the Pacific Ocean area and our national 
association is indeed grateful to you for the support you have rendered on our 
behalf not only on this bill but with numerous other matters. I earnestly urge 
your continued support. 

I am enclosing a copy of a letter sent by our National President Melton to 
Congressman Rivers pertaining to H. R. 179. The letter outlines our position 
quite thoroughly. 

With best wishes and kindest regards, I am 

Yours very truly, 
PETER A. PROSKEFALAS, 
Vice President. Pacific Ocean Area. 

Mr. Farrrneron. I think that concludes my statement, Madam 
Chairman. 

Mrs. Crurcu. Thank you, Mr. Farrington. 

Mr. Hoffman, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Horrman. No questions. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Mr. MeCormack. 

Mr. McCormack. No questions. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Have you any comment on my question as to whether 
or not this bill goes further than the privileges accorded before the 
Federal decision was rendered ? 

Mr. Farrtneron. I cannot say, Madam Chairman. I think it prob- 
ably defines the situation better than it was defined before. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. To your knowledge did the employee going back on 
leave at Hawaii take his household effects with him at Government 
expense / 

Mr. Farrtneron. I do not know that he did. I know that what has 
happened is that as a result of the Comptroller General’s ruling some 
of the expert personnel have taken retirement and gone back to the 
States, and have then been reemployed and brought out again. So 
that the Government is paying as much, if not more than it paid be- 
fore, to obtain the services of such individuals. 

The individual involved loses his status under the civil service 

Of course, this arrangement under which they have the opportunity 
of returning to the States is a very desirable one. It is my under- 
standing they return on Government transportation because such 
transportation is available. It seems to me, under the circumstances, 
there is a good deal to be said in favor of it as it applies to a very 
limited group, but an extremely important group of men. 
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Incidentally, Stanley Nelson, whom I quoted, is a resident of your 


district, I believe. He said he is a resident of Illinois and told me 
he is head of the Illinois Club at Pear] Harbor. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. I am very happy to hear that. I am only surprised 
at your admission that anybody wants to leave Hawail, even to take 
leave. Ithink it is generous of you. 

Mr. Farrtnerox. What happens, you see, is once they leave, the 
impulse to return is so great that they are asking the assistance of the 


Government to get back. It is extremely important for their welfare. 
Mrs. Cuurcu. Thank you, Mr. Farrington. 
We have certain w itnesses here from the Defense Department. We 
have Mr. Mangan fromthe Army. Identify yourself for the reporter, 


ple ise, 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. MANGAN, OFFICE OF CIVILIAN PER- 
SONNEL, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY; ACCOMPANIED BY 
GEORGE B. GELVIN, OFFICE OF INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS, DEPART- 
MENT OF THE NAVY; MARION COLTRIN, DIRECTORATE OF 
CIVILIAN PERSONNEL, DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE; AND 
LT. MALCOLM L. COY, OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF, 
G-1, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


Mr. Manean. I am Robert M. Mangan, from the Office of Civilian 
Personnel, Department of the Army. 

Madam Chairman, I have a prepared statement which outlines the 
considerations which we think are important in reviewing this bill, 
and I would like to read it and then be available for any further 
questions that the committee may have afterward, if that is acceptable. 

Mrs. Cuturcn. You may, Mr. Mangan. 

Mr. ManGan. The Secretary of Defense has delegated to the Depart- 
ment of the Army responsibility for expressing the views of the De- 
partment of Defense and other military departments with regard to 
H. R. 179. 

Today I im accompanied by Mr. George B. Gelvin, Office of Indus- 
trial Relations, Department of the Navy; Mr. Marion Coltrin, Direc- 
torate of Civilian Personnel, Department of the Air Force, and Lt. 
Malcolm L. Coy, Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-1, Depart- 
ment of the Army, who are available as supporting witnesses should 
questions arise concerning specific practices in the agencies which they 
represent. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Is this a joint statement for the three of you? 

Mr. Manean. That is correct. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. You may proceed. 

Mr. Mancan. The Department of Defense believes enactment of 
H. R. 179 will contribute materially to more effective and economical 
overseas operations. It is confidently predicted that actual dollar 
savings will be achieved through this legislation through elimination 
of costly and illogical administrative procedures and reduced turn- 
over among employees who but for such procedures would remain on 
our rolls. 

H. R. 179 would make two significant changes in section 7 of the 
Administrative Expenses Act of 1946, as amended. First, it would 
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grant authority to pay travel expenses to civilian employees stationed 
overseas and of their immediate families in connection with taking 
periodic leaves of absence in the United States. 

Second, it would provide a specific statutory basis for returning 
the immediate families and household goods of civilian employees 
stationed overseas to the United States under certain circumstances in 
advance of an employee’s return. 

Section 7 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946 was orig 
inally enacted to provide general and standard authority for trans- 
porting personne ‘1, their househol | goods and de pe ndents to overseas 
posts of duty and return therefrom upon completion of assignments. 
This author ity consolidated and superseded a number of specific legis 
lative authorizations for such transportation expenses which had been 
enacted for individual agencies over a period « f years. The basic 
statute has been agri onee in Public Law 830. Sist Congress, to 
clarify the authority to pay return transportation upon completion 
of an agreed per iod Py overseas service. 

Prior to 1949, the military departments—apparently in common 
with most Federal agencies—had considered that this statute con 
ferred sufficient authority to permit employees and their immediate 
families to return to the United States for leave purposes upon com 
pletion of an agreed employment period, and sis to provide trans- 
portation to dependents whenever personal reasons made it necessary 
for them to return to the United States in advance of the employee. 

The Comptroller General had specifically considered and approved 
the practice of returning employees for leave purposes, both under 
the authority contained in prior statutes (decisions dated July 11, 
1946 (B-58788) and November 15, 1946 (B-61290) to the Secretarie 
of the N: avy and War, respectively ) and under the Administrative 
Expenses Act. of 1946 (28 Comp. Gen. 168). However, on October 
6, 1949, the Comptroller Gener: al reconsidered those earlier decisions 
and held that— 

there is nothing in the provisions of section 7, or in its legislative history, 
which may reasonably be construed as authorizing the return of employees to 
the United States at Government expense for the purpose of taking leave (29 
Comp. Gen. 157). 

Subsequently, the Comptroller General reaffirmed this latter posi- 
tion and held that the amendment enacted in Public Law 830, 81st 
Congress, created no additional authority to provide transportation 
for leave purposes (31 Comp. Gen. 36). 

The matter authorizing travel for leave purposes remains a very 
serious problem because there has been no relaxation of the decisions 
which prohibit such travel at Government expense. That is not to 
say, however, that the Government is saved the expense of providing 
transportation for overseas employees who wish to return to the conti 
nental United States for a home visit. Under present law, employees 
have a vested right to return transportation upon satisfactory comple 
tion of a fixed tour of duty. The decisions prohibiting leave travel 
do not and cannot negate the right to return travel upon separation 
from the service. 

Since an employee may return to the continental United States only 
for absolute separation, he must resign his position in order to return 
home, even thongh he may fully intend to perform another period of 
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service in the same overseas area. This involves a sizable administra- 
tive burden because the paper processes of separation, final salary 
payment, tax adjustments on lum-suin leave payment, reappomtment, 
security clearances, and so forth, must be followed. In addition, in 
Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Canal Zone, permanent civil-service 
employees who return to the continental United States lose their 
permanent retention rights. This occurs because separation is re- 
quired, and the Supplemental Appropri ation Act, 1952, as amended 
(the Whitten amendment), prohibits permanent reinstatement, 

Mr. McCormack. At that time they lose their leave rights / They 
are on an indefinite status; are they ¢ 

Mr. MANGAN. They are restored on an indefinite basis. It does not 
affect their leave as such, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. I mean, the leave earned after an indefinite status. 

Mr. Manoan. No. Leave is earned on the basis of the total amount 
of service. 

Mr. McCormack. Whether permanent or indefinite 

Mr. Manoean. That is right. 

Mr. McCormack. Does it affect anything on retirement / 

Mr. M ANGAN, No. sir. 

Mr. McCormack. What does it affect ? 

Mr. ManGan. It affects only their status for retention in the service 
in the event of a reduction in force in that indefinite employees have 
less tenure than permanent employees. 

In other words, all indefinite employees must be terminated before 
you get to the permanent group. In this connection that is the chief 
distinction. 

Mr. McCormack. But it is an important one. 

Mr. M ANGAN. Yes, sir. It runs to the root. 

Mr. McCormack. It goes to the question of security. 

Mr. Mangan. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. That is, financial security for a man and his 
family. . 

Mr. Manaan. Yes, sil 

Mr. McCormack. I did not mean to interrupt, but do you mind if 
we interrupt and clarify things as we go along? 

Mr. Mancan. Not at all, sir. 

Household goods and personal effects are returned to the continental 
United States even though the employee plans to reenter employment 
after his home visit. In many cases, experienced and valuable em- 
ployees are lost from Government employment as a result of these 
requirements, and the departments must then resort to recruitment, 
transportation, and orientation of new persons—at greatly increased 
expense to the Government. The resultant costs of rec ruiting new 
employees, and in most instances costs of shipment of household ‘goods 
from some point in the continental United States to the overseas post 
must again be paid. 

There is neither logic nor economy in this practice. It is a gross 
understatement to say that the Department would normally much 
prefer to grant a period of leave for return to the United States and 
to pay the travel attendant thereto. 

Mr. McCormack. Would it not be also an inducement for an em- 
ployee to agree to go back ? 


Mr. Manean. Yes, sil 
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Administrative practices with regard to advance return of depend 

ents have followed a similar course. Although there had been no 
formal interpretation of the statute on the point, the military depart- 
ments had authorized such transportation, providing the employee 
had completed his agreed period of employment or agreed to remain 
for that period unless se parated for reasons beyond his control. How 
ever, in 1949 the Comptroller General ruled (29 Comp. Gen. 160) 
that— 
* * * there can be no valid travel authority issued for dependents alone, and 
in any case where the return travel of dependents occurs prior to the issuance 
of proper orders directing the return of the employee and his dependents * * * 
the expenses incident thereto may not be paid from appropriated funds, 

Subsequently, the Department of the Army engaged in further 
discussion and correspondence with the Comptroller General on the 
subject of advance return of dependents of civilian personnel. As a 
result, two decisions were rendered (June 25, 1952 (B-108678) and 
September 26, 1952 ( B-108678)) which sabehuntiade reversed that 
quoted caches above, on the basis of the amendment contained 
in Publie Law 830. 

It is now held that dependents and household goods may be re 
turned in advance of the employee at Government expense at any 
time after he has completed his agreed tour of duty and has otherwise 
become entitled to return transportation; in addition, where com- 
pelling personal circumstances require that dependents be returned 
before the employee becomes entitled to transportation at Government 
expense, the employee may be reimbursed for the e xpenses incurred 
in such return upon completion of his agreed period of service. 

Mr. McCormack. Will you give us a case that would apply to? 

Mr. Manaan. Yes, sir. For example, in Germany we require a 2- 
year contract of employment. If an individual has completed his 2 
years of employment and there is illness in the family such that his 
wife wants to return to the United States, under these decisions we 
may now return the wife and family and household goods at Govern- 
ment expense. However, if he had served only 1 year we could not 
return the dependents and household goods at Government. expense. 
The employee would be required to pay that cost out of his own pocket. 
But if he remained in employment to complete his 2-year period of 
service, then he could be reimbursed for the out-of-pocket expenses 
of having returned his family previously. 

Mr. Horrman. May I ask another question ? 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Mr. Hoffman. 

Mr. Horrman. If the wife wanted to go back and the husband con- 
tinued in employment in Germany, would you pay her expenses back ? 

Mr. Manaan. No, sir. There is only a one-time return transporta- 
tion in connection with any employment agreement. 

Mr. McCormack. But if he agreed to extend his employment 2 more 
years, what would happen ? 

Mr. Manean. If he came back on leave then the dependents could 
accompany him back. 

Mr. McCormack. Suppose a man does not want to go back and 
wants to work on for 2 more years? 

Mr. Horrman. But wants to send his wife back? 

Mr. McCormack. Yes. And his wife is there for personal reasons. 
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Mr. Mancan. Under the existing decision he would be entitled only 
to return his dependents once to the United states, We have no pro- 
vision now until he separates and comes back to the United States him- 
elf and signs a new agreement, and then he can take his dependents 
back with him. 

This bill would permit him to pick up his dependents in connection 

ith his own leave at a later time. 

Mr. Horrman. When you said take his wife back with him, you 
mean also his household oo ds? 

Mr. Manaan. Yes,sir. If they had been returned. 

Mr. McCormack. If a man is going to come back for leave and then 


e necessity of bringing over his house- 


vo back again, what would be tl 
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ine Ve col iplet ; eve d the) ties W ith tl eir Government posi 
tion, and so remain here. But there is no logic when an individual 
( ipl ed ll German) ‘comes home on 30 to 6! days’ leave and 

- going back to Germany—there is no logic whatever in returning 


Mr. McCormack. But there are cases where a man intends to 


Mr. Manean. Yes, sil 

Mr. McCorm .cK. A} d comes over here and tor some reasons of 
sown which are immaterial, he might find he liked his job over there 
better than he thought he did when he was over there. He visits 
his relatives and then wants to go back and he might find it difficult 
also to get a satisfactory position over here, so he wants to go back. 
It isall a matter of good faith. I can see that. 

Mr. Manecan. Yes, sir. He can change his mind. 

Mr. Horrman. You say there is no logic with reference to the house- 
hold goods. If he separates from the service and in the meantime he 
acquires household goods in Germany, he can ship them back here at 
Government expense, can he not ? 

Mr. Manean. The regulations of the Department of the Army stipu- 
late that they will not ship back from an overseas post any greater 
goods than the Government sent over. 

Mr. Horrman. That is true enough, but suppose they are dissatis- 
fied with the style and quality of the household goods they took over 
to Germany and have replaced them. They can then ship back what 
hey bought, can they not? 

Mr. Manean. The same weight ? 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. And when he gets to the United States he can 


ount of household 


ell that and buy some American goods and ship them back to Ger- 
many ¢ 

Mr. Mancan. Under the present arrangements that is true. 

Mr. Horrman. Is there any regulation looking into that sort of 
trade? Or anything to prevent it? 

Mr. Manean. No, sir. 

Mi Horrman. It is op to abuse. sit not / 
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Mr. Manean. I believe that there would be circumstances where 
it could be abused. However, it is very diflicult to do more than control 
the amount of weight shipped. You cannot get an inventory of every 
individual’s household goods. 

Mrs. Cuvurcn. Is it your understanding, Mr. Mangan, that if this 
bill were passed the limits of weight set by each branch of the service 
would apply, or is the matter left wide open? You say nothing about 
that. 

Mr. Manean. The limits of weight are contained in section 1 of 
the Administrative Expense Act. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Is that uniform ? 

Mr. Manean. It is uniform for all civilian emplovees except the 
Foreign Service of the State Department. 

Mr. McCormack. That is already law ¢ 

Mr. Manaan. Yes, sir. The limitation is 7,000 pounds net weight 
or 8,750 pounds gross weight, including packing. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Would this make it possible for people to buy things 
over there that are not nece sarily household goods and ship them in 
up to that limitation of we lah t¢ 

Mr. Mancan. Madam ( “al is far as the Department of the 
Army is concerned I am not sure of the regulations of the other 
services—we have a limitation that we will not ship back at Govern 
ment expense any greater weight allowance than was taken over. 

Mrs. Crrcrcu. But you have no control over the contents 4 

Mr. Manean. We have no control over what h ippens to be in a 
lift van. 

Mr. McCorm ACK, You shook your head. Do Vou represent some 
other agency / 

Mr. DuF ton. The Civil Service Commission. | will testify later 

Mrs, Cuurci. Perhaps you would like to go on, Mr. Mangan. 

Mr. Mancax. Yes, Madam Chairman. 

It is now held that de pende nts and household FOOK Ism ay be returned 
In advance of thee mp lovee at Government expense at any time after 
he has completed his agreed tour of dutv and has otherwise become 
entitled to return transportation ; in addition, where compelling per- 
sonal circumstances require that dependents be returned before the 
employee becomes entitled to transportation at Government expense, 
the employee may be reimbursed for the expenses incurred in such 
return upon complet ion of his aoreed period of service. 

It will be seen, therefore, that existi ne law has be construed to 
permit substantially all that the last two provisos of Jf. R. 179 would 
accomplish. The only difference lies in the fact that in those cases 
where dependents are now returned “for compelling personal reasons 
of a humanitarian om compassionate nature,” prior to completion of 
an aan tour of duty, the employee must bear the expense of such 
return subject to reimbursement upon becoming eligible for return 
transportation at Government expense. 

It would be highly desirable, of course, to have the added authority 
to meet that situation without the hardships or inconvenience which 
might face some employees in returning their families from distant 
overseas posts 

Mrs. Cuurcu. At what level is the decision made us to whether 
the situation justifies return ? 
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Mr. MANGAN. It is normally in the hands of the overseas Com- 
mander, exercised for him by the personnel office of the overseas com- 
mand. We have not had this problem recently because we have not 
been returning people at Government expense. But in the cases of the 
ers for example, I know that the commanding general of the 
overseas command is enteneined to make that determination. It 
might | e by a person oes enated by him. 

Mr. McCormack. That has been decentralized all along the line, 
has it not, even with relation to enlisted men, and so forth 4 


Mr. Mancan. Yes, sir. It is in the hands of the overseas com- 
mander, who is on the spot, to make the determination. .Those are 
the main points on the ubstanee of this bill. | would like to offer the 


follow Ing comments W ith regard to some of the specific language: 
(a) It is suggested that the order of the three provisos added by 


the bill be changed by making what is how the first proviso of the bill 
the last proviso of the bill. The last two provisos ot the bill relate 
directly to the authori ty gre anted n the preceding portion of the 
present section 7, Administrative Expenses Act of 1946 (60 Stat. 
806), as amended (5 U.S. C. 73b-3). whereas the first proviso of the 


bill eranting authority for Sack Sail isa new and separate provision. 

(>) It is suggested that page Zs line 5. be amended by Inserting 
the words “or some other” after the word “same.” This change would 
preclude limiting the beneficial effects of the bill to cases where the 
employee has agreed to serve another tour of duty at the same over- 
seas post at which he prey iO isly served. There will be cases in which 
the employee will have agreed to serve another tour of duty at a 
different overseas post, and it is believed that in such cases the 
employee should have the same rights of return for leave purposes as 
if he were returning to his previous post of duty. 

(c) It is suggested that several other minor editorial changes be 
made in the language of the bill. 

Mr. McCormack. What do you mean by “editorial”? 

Mr. MANGAN. Tec hnical changes of language to clar ify: those which 
are entirely word changes which do not affect the substance, Mr. 
McCormack. 

These changes were discussed in Mr. Stevens’ letter of July 20, 1953, 
to Chairman Hoffman, expressing the views of the Department of 
Defense on this legislation. 

These changes do not affect the intent or nent of the bill, and 
1 would like to have the Department’s formal report on the bill in- 
serted in the record, and your staff can consider pee ita! ial changes 
when they are consider ing’ the bill. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Does that letter include your last suggestion about 
changing the order of the prov isos, Mr. Mangan / 

Mr. MANGAN. Yes, madam. 

(The formal report of the Department on the bill is as follows :) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington 25, D. C., July 20, 1958. 
Hon. CLARE E. HOFFMAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
HTouse of Re prese ntatives. 


Dear Mr. CHatRMAN: Reference is made to your request to the Secretary of 
Defense for the views of the Department of Defense with respect to H. R. 179, 
a bill to amend section 7 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946, as amended. 
The Secretary of Defense has delegated to the Department of the Army the 
responsibility for expressing the views of the Department of Defense thereon. 
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H. R. 179 would amend section 7 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946, 
as amended, in two respects. First, it would grant authority to pay the travel 
expenses of civilian employees stationed overseas and of their immediate families 
in connection with taking periodic leaves of absence in the United States. Second, 
it would provide a specific statutory basis for returning the immediate families 
and the household goods of such employees to the United States in advance of 
the employee's return. The Department of Defense considers such authority 
to be essential to its effective operations overseas. In particular, the first pro- 
viso in the amendment proposed by H. R. 179 is clearly needed and its enactment 
is urged at the earliest practicable time. While the objectives sought by the 
two following provisos have been met in large part by recent decisions of the 
Comptroller General, the Department of Defense agrees that their enactment 
into a clear statutory standard would be highly desirable. 

Section 7 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946 was originally enacted 
to provide general and standard authority for transporting personnel, their 
household goods, and dependents to overseas posts of duty and return therefrom 
upon completion of assignments. This authority consolidated and superseded a 
number of specific legislative authorizations for such transportation expenses 
which had been enacted for individual agencies over a period of years. The 
basic staute has been amended once, in Public Law 830, SIst Congress, to clarify 
the authority to pay return transportation expenses upon completion of an 
agreed period of overseas service. 

Prior to 1949 the military departments (apparently in common with most 
Federal agencies) had considered that this statute conferred sufficient authority 
to permit employees and their immediate families to return to the United States 
for leave purposes upon completion of an agreed employment period, and also 
to provide transportation to dependents whenever personal reasons made it 
necessary for them to return to the United States in advance of the employee. 
The Comptroller General had specifically considered and approved the practice 
of returning employees for leave purposes, both under authority contained in 
prior statutes (decisions dated July 11, 1946 (B-SS788) and November 15, 1946 
{B-61290), to the Secretaries of the Navy and War, respectively) and under the 
Administrative Expenses Act of 1946 (28 Comp. Gen. 168). However, on Octo- 
ber 6, 1949, the Comptroller General reversed those earlier decisions and held 
that “there is nothing in the provisions of section 7, or in its legislative history, 
which may reasonably be construed as authorizing the return of employees to 
the United States at Government expense for the purpose of taking leave” (29 
Comp. Gen. 147). Subsequently, the Comptroller General reaffirmed his earlier 
position and held that the amendment enacted in Public Law 830, Sist Congress, 
had not created any greater authority to provide transportation for leave purposes 
(31 Comp. Gen, 36). 

Administrative practices with regard to advance return of dependents have 
followed a similar course. Although there had been no formal interpretation 
of the statute on the point, the military departments had authorized such trans- 
portation, providing the employee had completed his agreed period of employ- 
ment or agreed to remain for that period unless separated for reasons beyond 
bis control. However, in 1949 the Comptroller General ruled (29 Comp. Gen. 
160) that “there can be no valid travel authority issued for dependents alone, 
and in any case where the return travel of dependents occurs prior to the issuance 
of proper orders directing the return of the employee and his dependents * * * 
the expenses incident thereto may not be paid from appropriated funds.” 

During the past year the Department of the Army has engaged in further 
discussion and correspondence with the Comptroller General on the subject of 
advance return of dependents. As a result, two decisions have been rendered 
(June 25, 1952 (B-108678) and September 26, 1952 (B-108678) ) which substan- 
tially reverse that quoted immediately above. On the basis of the amendment 
contained in Publie Law 830, it is now held that dependents and household goods 
may be returned in advance of the employee at Government expense at any time 
after he has completed his agreed tour of duty and has otherwise become entitled 
to return transportation; in addition, where compelling personal circumstances 
require that dependents be returned before the employee becomes entitled to 
transportation at Government expense, the employee may be reimbursed for the 
expenses incurred in such return upon completion of his agreed period of service. 
It will be seen, therefore, that existing law has been construed as permitting 
substantially all that the last two provisos of the bill would accomplish. The 
only difference lies in the fact that in those cases where dependents are returned 
“for compelling personal reasons of a humanitarian or compassionate nature” 
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prior to completion of an agreed tour of duty, the employee must bear the expense 
of such return subject to reimbursement upon becoming eligible for return trans- 
portation at Government expense. It would be highly desirable, of course, to 
have the added authority to meet that situation without the hardships or incon- 
venience which might face some employees in returning their families from dis- 
iant overseas posts. However, the recent decisions of the Comptroller General 
have satisfied the vast majority of problem cases which previously faced the 
military departments 

The matter of authorizing travel for leave purposes remains a very difficult 
one since there has been no relaxation of the decisions which prohibit such travel 
at Government expense. That is not to say, however, that the Government is 
aved the expense of providing transportation for leave purposes. Under present 

w, employees have a vested right to return transportation upon satisfactory 
completion of a fixed tour of duty Normally, the departments would be amen- 
able to granting a period of leave for return to the United States at that time. 
The decisions prohibiting leave travel do not and cannot negate the right to 
return travel upon separation from the service. Consequently, the employee 
resigns his position in order to return home, even though he may fully intend to 
perform another period of service in the same overseas area. This entails a 











sizable administrative burden, even if the employee later reenters employment, 
since the paper processes of separation, final salary payment, tax adjustments on 

imp-sum leave payment, reappointment, security Clearances, etc., must be fol- 
lowed In other cases, the employee's services are lost entirely and the depart- 
ments must then resort to recruitment, transportation, and orientation of a new 


person—at greatly increased expense to the Government 
In the event that it is considered desirable to process this bill with its present 
provisions, the following technical Comments are offered: 

(a) It is recommended that the order of the three provisos added by the bill 
be changed by making what is now the first proviso of the bill, the last proviso 
of the bill The last two provisos of the bill relate directly to the authority 
granted in the preceding portion of the present section 7, Administrative Expenses 
Act of 1946 (60 Stat. S06), as amended (5 U. 8S. C. 73b-3): whereas, the first 
proviso of the bill granting authority for leave travel is a new and separate 
provision 


(4) Further, it is recommended that the following language changes be made 


(1) First page, line 5: After the word “by” insert the words “deleting the 


rd ‘And’ at the beginning of the last proviso of the first sentence thereof, capi 
talizing the word ‘provided’,” 

(2) Second page, line 1: Authority is provided only for leave travel to the 
Jace of actual residence and not for travel back to the overseas post of duty. 


If it is intended to provide two-way travel, it is suggested that the following 
words be inserted after fl econ 





“and from such places of actual residence 
their posts of duty outside the continental United States,” 


First page, line 7: After the word “of” delete the word “return 






second page, line 24 \fter the word ‘eligibility insert the words “for such 
sportation 
») Second page, line 5, refers to “another tour of duty at the same overseas 
post’ After the word “same” insert the words “or some other” This change 
vould preclude limiting the beneficial effects of the bill to cases where the em- 
vee has agreed to serve another tour of duty at the same overseas post at 
hich he previously served There will be cases in which the employee will 
th ‘ igreed to serve another tour of qauty at some other overseas post, and it 


s believed that in such cases the employee should have the same rights of return 
for leave purposes as if he were returning to his previous post of duty. While 
such a situation might be handled administratively through transfer, the amend 


ment suggested above would preclude the additional cost which a transfer would 


Enactment of H. R. 179 would result in little, if any increase in expenditures 
over those currently authorized. With reference to advance return of depend- 
ents and household goods, only the language contained in lines 14-19 on page 2 

I costs. The number of cases falling in this 
ategory would obviously be small, however, and in most of those instances 


f tl could result in i 


the employee would eventually complete his required period of service to become 
entitled as a matter of right to return transportation Neither would return 
travel for leave purposes result in any increased expense since the same result 
may be achieved through resignation and reemployment Rather, it is confi 
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dently predicated that some economy would be achieved through reduction in 
turnover and elimination of costly administrative procedures, 

This report has been coordinated among the interested departments and boards 
of the Department of Defense in accordance with procedures prescribed by 
the Secretary of Defense. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report 

Sincerely yours, 
Rorerr T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army. 

Mr. Mancan. Enactment of H. R. 179 in all probability would 1 
sult in an overall reduction in expenditures. While the advance re 
turn of dependents and household coods for compelling personal 
reasons or obligations imposed by conditions over which the indi idual 
has no control could result in increased costs, the number of such eases 
falling in this category would be small. Further, in most of those in 
stances the employee would eventually complete his required period 
of service to become entitled as a matter of right tosuch t ransportation, 

On the other hand, return travel for leave purposes probably would 
not result in increased expenses because the same travel expense would 
be incurred through resignation and reemployment. ‘The reduction 
in new hires to replace quits resulting from present procedures re 
garding returning to the United States for home visits and the cost 
of administering such travel would result in aetual savings. Less 
tangible are the ee accruing to improved morale that would 
sult from enactment of this bill. 

Pursuant to a request from Mrs. Chureh, the chairman of the sub 
committee, that we include certain specific information in our testi 
mony, the following information is furnished : 

The military departments now handle leave for civilian employees 
in overseas areas, return to the continental United States for leave 
purposes, and advance return of dependents and household goods 
ina uniform manner. However, the Department of the Air Force 
and the Department of the Army, pursuant to an agreement with the 
General Accounting Office, are honoring commitments for home leave 
travel at Government expense made prior to the 1951 decision of the 
Comptroller General that such travel was not authorized. The agree- 
ment permits only one such trip for leave purposes and requires that 
the trip must be made prior to 1955. Actually, there are but a few 
such commitments outstanding, although we are not sure of the 
exact number remaining. The Department of the Navy has discon- 
tinued all such home leave and requires the separation of employees 
for such purposes, 

In connection with the leave policies applicable to military per- 
sonnel stationed overseas and the early and separate return of their 
dependents, the military departments are governed by different stat- 
utory authority than that applying to civilian employees. The mili- 
tary departments have issued generally uniform implementing regu- 
lations under this authority. The following discussion applies spe- 
cifically to the Army Establishment, but is generally true for the 
other departments. 

At the outset, I believe that it is necessary to point out that no 
really valid comparison can be made between military leave policies 
and those pertaining to civilians, inasmuch as the military and civil 
service leave systems are separate and designed to meet the needs and 


47475—54——-4 
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pec uliarities of each service. This is due to the fact that civilian 
employees are not subject to the same duty and service requirements 
as are imposed on military personnel. They are more nearly com- 
parable to employees of private industry and commercial firms em- 
ploying United States citizens in overseas areas. 

As to military leave policies, the Armed Forces Leave Act of 1946, 
as ame mncded, prov ides th: at milits ary personne! accrue les ave at the rate 
of 214 days per month and places a 60-day limitation on the amount 
of leave which may be accumulated. In order to improve morale, effi- 
ciency, and maintain combat readiness, the Army encourages all per- 
sonnel to avail themselves frequently of accrued leave, subject only 
to military necessity. It is the normal practice in connection with 
movements to and from overseas areas to at individual leave prior 
to departure and after their return to the continental United States 
so that they may take care of their personal affairs and use in any 
other way they see fit. 

Military personnel are not normally returned from an overseas area 
prior to the expiration of their normal tour of duty except where there 
are severe and unusual circumstances of a compassionate nature. In 
such circumstances, emergency or morale leave may be authorized. 
In these emergency cases, tr: avel from the overseas area to the United 
States port of entry is in a duty status at Government expense, as is 
the return from the port to the overseas area. After arrival in the 
United States, an individual’s expenses while on leave are a personal 
responsibility. 7 

Mrs. Cirurcu. Does the family come with them at Government 
expense for leave? 

Mr. Manean. Lieutenant Coy is here, and perhaps I had better 

him answer that. 

Lieutenant Coy. Madam Chairman, I am Ist Lt. Malcolm L. Coy 
from Army G-1. 

Mrs. Cucurcn. Did you hear my question? I wondered whether, 
if military personnel were brought back on Government expense, 
under the circumstances under discussion they could bring back their 
family with them at Government expense, when they return from their 
leave. 

Lieutenant Coy. Normally they would not, Madam Chairman. In 
the case referred to here he is talking about an emergency leave which 
would be of short duration. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Would the family come back generally on such an 
occasion ? 

Lieutenant Coy. Not normally. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. When you say “not normally,” how do you define 
that ? ; 

Lieutenant Coy. It would depend on the circumstances inherent 
in the emergency. For example, maybe only the soldier’s family at 
home was mixed up in some circumstances where the wife would not 
come. It woul | de} vend. 

Mrs. Crurcu. * your judgment, Lieutenant Coy, would this bill 
if enacted give more pr ivilege to the civilian emp love e’s families than 
to the families of servicemen 7 

Lieutenant Coy. I believe the purpose of this bill, Madam Chair- 
man, is to place the civilian employees of the Army, and other civilian 
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employees, on the level now enjoyed by the State Department, 
which—— 

Mrs. Cuurcn. But it would give more privilege than accorded the 
family of, let us say, a soldier stationed in Okinawa or Japan 4 

Lieutenant Coy. It is difficult really to compare the two, Madam 
Chairman. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. It would seem to me to be a question of whether if 
a man was being brought back for convenience reasons if he is an ex 
serviceman, his family would be brought back at Government expense 
from Okinawa and Japan. That is a comparable circumstance. 

Lieutenant Coy. In the rest of his testimony Mr. Mangan covers 
the earlier return of the dependents and household goods of the mili- 
tary personnel prior to the return of the principal. He has not gone 
into that vet, Madam Chairman. 

Mr. Horrman. Mrs. Church asked you if this bill would not give 
more privileges and more benefits. You did not answer that. You 
know it would, do you not? In three categories it does. 

Lieutenant Coy. [believe in general it would. It would place them, 
I believe, on the same basis as the State Department, which— 

Mr. Horrman. And give them more privileges and benefits than 
they have now. That is what you are trying to do, to equalize the 
benefits of the other employees with those of the State Department, 
is it not / 

Lieutenant Coy. I believe that is the intent, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. And you do that by increasing the benefits and 
privileges of those who are employees of the Federal Government, 
but not employed by the State Department ? 

Lieutenant Coy. I believe that is right. 

Mr. Horrman. Surely. 

Mr. Brooxs. May I ask him one question ? 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Yes, Mr. Brooks, 

Mr. Brooks. Under what circumstances would a private or corporal 
in the Army be entitled to ship his household goods and wife and 
two children back from Germany, for example, at Government 
expense ¢ 

Lieutenant Coy. At the present time dependents and househoid 
goods of enlisted personnel below the grade of corporal, with less than 
years’ service, are not authorized such movement overseas in the 
first place. 

Mr. Brooks. The Government does not pay to ship their house- 
hold effects ? 

Lieutenant Coy. That is right. 

Mr. Brooxs. Or pay the fare of their dependents? 

Lieutenant Coy. That is right. 

Mr. Brooxs. To their overseas posts ? 

Lieutenant Coy. That is right. 

Mr. Brooks. Either or: ‘Either there or back? 

Lieutenant Coy. Right, si 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Would you ‘like to go ahead with your statement ? 

Thank you, Lieutenant Coy. 

Mr. Manaan. Yes. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. You may proceed with your statement, Mr. Mang 

Mr. Manaan. With respect to the return of dependents and ace. - 
hold goods of military personnel prior to the ex eaeetions of the spon- 
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or’s tour of « itv. the olnt travel regulations ipplicable to all ull 
formed services per ts the overseas commal de) concerned to return 
such dey ndents and ‘ ond goods when determined to be in the 
best interests of the Gover! ent and unde unusual or emergency con 
ditions. | nder tl fions, the dependents would be returned to 

slgnated locatlo e | ted Stat at Government expelise, 
except for payment of ! i} subsistence and other m nor ineidental 
CO chargeable to thie ! (| ial ! wecordance With current billing 
( hed les oft the milit il transport ser\ ices. 

In general. the prin ( t} it the Government will provide t ans 
ortation for only on¢ | trip to and from an overseas area for 
lependents and sel goods of military personnel during ai 
y ur of duty overst 

i mmary. lei ( { Department of Defer 

{ vislation essential to its 
ff ] i ( li i ! I differer li 
| benefits accord ( fthe D rtment of State, For 
elon Operations Ad overned by the Foreis 
“el e Regulati LOSt ded empl ot subject to such 
egulations 
Because of the chang ture OF military SS10O and respons 
bilities, eciviliar employees of the m lita \ departments in overseas 
men cli oO lon Vel ( s1qered as short-term or te mporary workers, 
but will be needed on a loi o-term and col tim ng basis for the fore 
f ible future Because eac! overseas employee must be carefully 
elected and because those who demonstrate an ability to work effe: 
vely n overseas hl is. and fe reio@n nations | UTC lar. should 

! ned, it is urged it favorable action be taken with regard to 

legislatio li to hel ike Federal employment 


erally In overseas areas more nearly comparable to stateside service. 


I would like to make one statement which will perhaps clarify what 
Mi Hotiman was Inqull rapout. We ve ! Jol a ference nh the 

ditions of employme1 and the en ‘Ul Pear of service of military 
personnel as compared with civilian. That is, with the military we 
have a continuing career, which may or which will require rotation 
rom one post to anothe) | } that process they are requ rect to serve 
verseas fora neriod of service. 


As I pointed out b fore. those people vet leave at the time they are 


dered overseas. Upon completion of their tour they rotate back to 
the | ted States or to another overseas station like the State Depart 
ment They get another period of leave upon their return. 
\ Vilian is normally identified with 1 position and | post of duty. 
We have not eveloped our civilian career service overseas to the 
Ine deoree tf t] miilit ind the State Department have. So the 
dividual is identified with one position overseas, and if he remains 
Viiie [ he wv it] rel ill the re fora period ot years. It Is heces- 
ry to make some provision for his return to the United States for 
eave purpose . because he will not vet it het ween changes ot tours of 


ItV. 


Mrs. Cuurcu. Perhaps without basis for it. I have a feeling that 
- b I. f passed, would seem to dise} minate aga nst the man in 
armed services 


Mr. Mancan. I do not believe that that is true, Madam Chairman. 
though, again, my basis for it is not very firm. I feel that somewhat 
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similar opportunities—very comparable opportunities—are provided 
the military pe ‘sonnel through these methods that I have described, 
He would get leave in the United States with about the same frequency 
that the civilian would. 

Our practice on advance return of dependents would not be substan 
tially different from the military. We return them in substantially 
the same circumstances, which is large ‘lv a family emergency situ: ition. 
I feel that there would not be any sharp discrimination. 

Mrs. Cucureiu. Would there not be many who would be given the 
benefits of this bill who really in civilian service rank no higher than 
a corporal ? 

Mr. M ANGAN, We have never worker Our a vers effective table ot 
rank, particul: rly at the lower grades. We do not hire a great many 
people at the ve vy lower end of the Cc Ivilis ans cale tor overseas service, 
We are relying as much as possible on local ls shes for those more routine 
and menial oce upations. 

Lieutenant Coy. Madam Chairman, I might say in that regard that, 
to a certain extent, the movement of dependents is contingent on the 
availability of housing in the overseas area. That would be the pri 
mary governing factor, as to how much housing there is in the overseas 
area, rather than the rank of the individual. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Are there any other questions ¢ 

Mr. McCormack. What are the privileges that the State Depart 
ment now enjoys under the law ? 

Mir. Mancan. Under the Foreign Service Act of 1946, Mr. McCoy 
miack, the Secretary of State is required to order Foreign Service per 
sonnel home from their overseas station periodically. I believe it is 
% years, although in actual practice I believe it is slightly less fre 
quently than that. They are returned at Government expense. 

Mr. McCormack. In other words, the decision of the Comptroller 
General had no effect on the State Department ? 

Mr. M ANGAN, No, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Because that was covered by another law ¢ 

Mr. Manean. The State Departme nt’s authority is very broad and 
very general. Asa matter of fact, it indicates a legislative policy tha: 
this leave practice will be followed. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Mr. McCormack, I think it is a two-way sword in 
bringing them back from the Foreign Service. The idea is to re- 
orientate the Foreign Service man, the career man, in his own country, 
and as to what is going on here. It is not simply to give him leave 
to come home. 

Mr. McCormack. I was not arguing the proposition. I was inquir 
ing. I might discuss that with you, because we are all human beings 
and I could imagine myself in the service. 1 certainly feel after all 
[ should be permitted to come home once in a while, at least. T am 
sure you and I probably would agree and that there would not be 
muce h difference of opinion between us. But we are not cliscussing 
it now because it is not so important. The State Department does 
have that, and I can see the importance of the state of mind of that 
employee. I know the importance of my own state of mind. 

I was sitting happily yesterday on the floor until a statement was 
made about my thoughts that did not represent my state of views 
Immediately I became very much disturbed and 1 made a speech 
I would not have otherwise made, because I was compelled to do 
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t; because my state of mind was misrepresented. So that is just an 
illustration. 

You say you are relyi ing as muc ‘h as possible in the lower positions 
what you call economic positions over there—in the lower salaries, 
I assume, on local labor. That means citizens of other countries. 

Mr. Manaan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Of course, that is going to increase tremendously 
over what it has been heretofore. That is contemplated; is it not ? 

Mr. Manean. Yes, sir. Although I might say that the Department 
of the Army has been pushing very hard for the maximum use of indi- 
genous personnel for almost 10 years now. 

Mr. McCormack. The Department of the Army has what ? 

Mr. Mancan. We have been encouraging as much as we can the 
use of local labor in all overseas areas for a considerable period of 
time. I do not have the information here because it was not pertinent 
to this bill, but I think you will find in the hearings on the Depart- 
ment of the Army’ s spe eric for 1935 a full statement of the 
extent to which the use of indigenous personnel has been increased 
over the past S years. 

Mr. McCormack. Of course, that will raise other interesting impli- 
cations other than reemployment and economy. There are other im- 
portant factors involved. 

Mr. Manean. Yes, sir. There are many serious problems involved 
in it. I believe, although I am not directly responsible for that, that 
we have amassed a lot of experience to date and will solve some of the 
problems. . 

Mr. McCormack. I noticed in the appropriation bill yesterday 
there was an appropriation to widely expand the employment of loc ‘all 
iabor and citizens of other countries abroad. Is that right? 

Mr. Manaan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Of course, Congress heretofore rather vigorously 
opposed it. Is that right? 

Mr. Manean. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. So we have this new departure now which greatly 
expands it. In other words, I read in the paper not long ago some- 
thing like thirty-odd thousand were contemplated. 

Mr. Manean. Any time I get above a figure of 100 I begin to get 
lost, and I would not want to rely on my memory for it. 

Mr. McCormack. It is going to be very widely expanded by many 
thousands. 

Mr. Manean. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. And the question of security and everything else 
enters into that? 

Mr. Mangan. Yes, sir. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. Are they going to be investigated from a security 
angle ? 

Mr. Mancan. In general, we would not use local labor in any posi- 
tion which was of a sec mony nature. 

Mr. McCormack. If I ask you any questions that are disturbing 
or embarrassing, I do not want you to answer them. If I ask a ques- 
tion of you that somebody in a higher position than you should answer, 
I do not want you to answer it. 

I think that is all. 

Mrs. Crurcu. Mr. Hoffman. 
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Mr. Horrman. This bill, in three categories, enlarges the benefits 
over and above those carried in the 1946 act, does it not? 

Mr. Manaan. In its actual provisions; yes, sir. May I say, how- 
ever, that the 1946 act, as it was first applied and then later amended 
in 1950, does provide for an automatic right of return transportation 
upon completion of an employment agreement. Therefore, the em- 
ployee can get it by the simple act of resigning when he has served 
his 2 years or 18 months, or whatever it happens to be in the particular 
area he is serving. 

Mr. Horrman. And if he is reemployed 

Mr. Manean. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. I did not mean to interrupt, but you said he could. 
I wanted that “if” in there. 

Mr. Mancan. The point is, this will eliminate what we consider to 
be an unnecessary step as far as a return for leave purposes is con- 
cerned. He can accomplish that now and this will permit it to be 
done with less administrative overhead and less chance of losing the 
employee. Actually, while the bill appears to expand and authorize 
the expenditure of additional funds, we think that there are no real 
additions to expenses that are not already incurred and that actually 
the savings in turnover will result in net savings. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. May I ask at this point, Mr. Mangan, whether you 
mean that this provision to bring back household furniture on leave 
is an additional expense ¢ 

Mr. Manean. This bill would eliminate the requirement that we 
return household goods on leave. You will note, Madam Chairman, 
that the first proviso states that expenses of return travel and trans- 
portation, including authorized dependents, but excluding household 
effects, is authorized. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. What I am referring to is the second proviso on 
page 2. 

Mr. Horrman. That is an additional provision for payment of 
expenses for return of household goods, is it not ¢ 

Mr. Manoan. That is an additional provision for the return of 
dependents and probably the household goods. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. That is the point I made. 

Mr. Horrman. That is exactly what you said. 

Mr. Manean. That can be done now also if the individual com- 
pleted his period of overseas service. It can be done also in effect. in 
advance of his completing the agreed period of service by permitting 
him to be reimbursed at a later date for having paid it out of his 
personal fund. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. At the present time that is permissible? 

Mr. Manaan. Yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Including the second provision of return of depend- 
ents for compelling personal reasons ? 

Mr. Manean. It is to this extent—all this bill would do is permit 
the transportation at Government expense. Under present conditions 
if a man has served 1 year in Germany and there is serious illness in 
his family and he wants to return the family to the United States, 
he may return them at his personal expense. "Then, if he remains and 
serves out his tour of duty, then he can be reimbursed for his out-of- 
pocket expenses for having returned his family at the immediate time 
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they had to return. In other words, when he has earned his vested 
right to have them return, he is paid for it. 

Mrs. Cuuren. That is right, but under this provision would he not 
be able to send them back and return before the end of his period of 
service? Could it not happen more than once under this bill? 

Mr. McCormack. If there is anyone here who can answer that ques 
tion I wish he would speak up. We want the facts. That is all. 

Mr. Manean. I think it is a matter of interpreting the language, 
Mr. McCormack. It provides that the expenses may be paid to return 
them. It makes no prov ision for t: aking them bac k into the overseas 
command. 

In the light of the restricted manner in which these statutes have 
been interpreted in the past by the Comptroller General, I feel 
confident—— 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Perhaps we should reserve that question for the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office. 

Mr. Manean. I think it would be appropriate for them to answer. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Thank you. 

Mr. Horrman. In truth and in fact. the purpose of the bill is to give 
these individuals in these three categories additional benefits, every 
one of them, is it not ? 

Mr. Manean. It is to clarify the benefits they presently have. In 
fact, I do not believe it increases their benefits subs tantis ally. Rather, 
our primary interest in it is that it will eliminate administrative over- 
head, in our opinion. 

Mr. Horrman. Then it would be fair to say in your opinion this does 
not give increased benefits in these three categories ? 

Mr. Manean. It does not increase benefits to individuals above what 
thev could get now. 

Mr. HorrmMan. Why then do you say it is to equalize the benefits 
given this group of e mployees and make them « ‘comparable to the State 
Department employees; and also say as you did a moment ago, or 
someone did, that the V would, by rs aising the compe nsation or be nefits, 
equal those paid to the State Department employees. To me, the 
statements do not seem to agree. 

Mr. Manean. This would make them comparable to the State De- 
partment employees. 

Mr. Horrman. By giving them more money. 

Mr. Manecan. I do not believe it would give them any more money 
in fact. 

Mr. Horrman. You mean it would not give them any more money 
than they might in some way get now ¢ : 

Mr. Manaan. Yes, sit 

Mr. Horrman. But as a matter of practice it would give them more 
money, would it not ? 

Mr. Manean. It could if the individual—— 

Mr. Horrman. It would, would it not? Surely. 

Mr. McCormack. Let him answer the question. 

Mr. Horrman. The answer is obvious. 

Mr. McCormack. No: it is not as obvious to me as it is to you. 

Mr. Mancan. It would give the individual more money or more 
benefits only if he were not using his present option of resigning and 
seeking reemployment. 
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Mr. Horrman. But he gets it now if he does not seek reemployment, 
doesn’t he? Some of it? 

Mr. Manaan. Yes, sir. He gets return transportation to the United 
States, 

Mr. Horrman. And if he enters into a new contract then he gets 
himself and dependents and household goods shipped back ¢ 

Mr. Mancaan. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. But then he loses all of these rights which are—— 

Mr. Manoan. Tenure of permanent status. 

Mr. McCormack. Which are very valuable and important. 

Mr. Mancan. Yes, sir. Of course, that does not apply to the major 
areas of our employment. It affeets Puerto Rico and Hawaii, where 
they are under the civil-service system. It is not a matter of major 
concern in foreign countries because we appoint noncompetitively 
through our own examining procedure there. 

Mr. Horrman. T have a line of thought I wanted to develop. 1 
do not want to interrupt. 

Mr. McCormack. If I am going to serve you 

Mr. Horrman. No. You are not going to serve me at all. I was go 
ing to be polite and inquire as to whether you finished on that par- 
ticular thing. 

Mr. McCormack. Lam sorry if I interrupted you. IT will not any 
ore, 

Mr. Horrm,n. You do not need to be. 

Put one result of Sona bin would be to retain the benefits which the 
centleman from Massachusetts, Mr. McCormack, just said the em 
plovees would otherwise tose? 

Mr. Mancan. The benefit that Mr. McCormack was referring to, I 
think, is that of his retaining his permanent civil-service status. 

Mr. Horrman. That is right. And under this bill it would reserve 
those rights whereas without it he would lose them. 

Mr. Manaan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. So there is one case anyway where the bill if it is 
passed would result in an additional bene fit. 

Mr. McCormack. Are you through ¢ 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. It has a great importance in connection with em 
ployees continuing to serve overseas ? 

Mr. Manaan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Keeping trained and skilled employees in the 
service for a second 2-year term of contract or, as we would say in the 
Army, a second hitch, which is very important, eliminating a lot of 
expense and papers. 

In other words, this provides by law what in fact now exists, but 
in addition to that, it assures the employees a permanency of their 
civil-service position where they have it, and it also inures to the em 
ployees involved benefits by way of having them, putting them in a 
position where employees, to a larger extent, would be induced to re 
main on. 

Now is that a minor matter or an important matter ? 

Mr. Manean. No, sir; that is a very important matter for our con- 
cern. 


47476—54 5 
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Mr. Brooxs. I wonder if you would be the proper man to give us an 
estimate of the increased cost of additional movements which will 
apparently result from this law, those which the ¢ ‘omptroller General 
has refused to pay in the past and at present? T mean that is the 
purpose of this, isn’t it ? 

Mr. Manean. Mr. Brooks 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Mr. Manean. We think there would not be any substantial increase 
in the actual cost of paving this transportation. We feel that there 
would be an actual net saving by the enactment of this legislation. 

We have been requested by the Bureau of the Budget, in connection 
with other general consideration of this “ ject, to estimate what the 
savings would be. We have had to go back and recompute it because 
our em] loyment situation changed from the time we origin: ally made 
it, and we also think some of the bases for the estimate were not en- 
tirely sound. So we are in the process of recomputing that now. 

Mrs. CHurcn. — soon might we have it? 

Mr. Mancan. We have a tentative estimate in which we believe 
there will be a saving in excess of $2 million a year by the enactment 
of this legislation. That is wholly tentative and has not been ap- 
proved by the Office of t] e Secretary of Dx fense. | believe that by the 
early part of next week we shall be able to give the committee an 
official estimate of the savings which would accrue to the Department 
of Defense by this legislation. 

Mr. Brooks. That is your tentative estimate of the net saving? 

Mr. Manean. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Over the cost of these additional payments for ship- 
ping the household a and transportation for the dependents? 

Mr. Manean. Yes, si 

Mr. Brooks. The ‘re Pai be a saving in your efficiency. and admin- 
istration ¢ 

Mr. Manean. Yes, sir, in view of the fact that we feel our turnover 
would be substantially reduced, which would cut down on the cost of 
recruiting and training. 

Mr. Brooks. But you will have for the chairman the number of 
files involved, the number of shipments and the estimated additional 
cost—I won't savy additional—the actual cost of these movements we 
are not now making? 

Mr. Manean. Yes, sir, we will submit that, and I am sorry that 
this recomputation became necessary for us at the last minute. I 
do not have it with me because the fiscal and budget people must 
approve it. 

(See table entitled “Computation of estimated costs and savings to 
result from enactment of H. R. 179, 83d Cong.,” in appendix, pp. 85 
and 86. ) 

Mrs. Caurcn. You will send it? 

Mr. Manean. Yes, ma’am. 

Mr. McCormack. Have you any knowledge of the private em- 
ployers in connection with their employees in relation to this particu- 
lar policy ? 

Ir. Mancan. I have not seen any general study but I know gener- 
ally of the practice of some of the major companies who do return 
their employees at company expense. 

Mr. McC ORMACK. Well, they would have difficulty in getting people 


to aX abroac lif they didn’t, wouldn't the v2 
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Mr. Manaan. Yes, sir. 

Mrs. Crrurcu. Are there any further questions? 

Thank you. 

Mr. Manean. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

Mr. Horrman. I have some further questions, if I may. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. I am sorry. 

Mr. Horrman. Will you give us in that statement, Mr. Mangan, 
concrete illustrations of just how these savings are to be accom- 
plished ? 

Mr. Manaan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Now, assuming that the employee entered into a 
contract for 2 years’ service in Germany and his wife and children 
went with him, the household goods were shipped, et cetera. Under 
this last proviso—the second, too—assume that his wife’s mother 
was seriously ill. The wife, under this, could have her transportation 
paid back to the United States; couldn’t she? 

Mr. Manean. Yes, sir. I believe so. 

Mr. Horrman. And that illustration could be multiplied many 
times as to reasons for return, couldn’t it? 

Mr. Manaan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. And who would make the decision as to whether the 
illness of the wife’s mother was serious enough to justify her return ? 

Mr. Manean. Let me put it this way—normally the status of the 
cases of this kind are verified through the good offices of the American 
Red Cross and they can find out and advise the commanding officer of 
the overseas command what the actual facts of the situation are. 

Mr. Horrman. Then assuming further that the wife’s mother either 
died or recovered her health. Who pays for the wife’s return? 

Mr. Mancan. Well, that is a question which the committee chair- 
man raised a moment ago. I think it is a matter of interpretation of 
this language here. I am ye the General Accounting Office would 
protect the public Treasury, but I feel that perhaps that is a proper 
question for the witnesses from GAO to state what their interpretation 
of this language might be. 

Mr. Horrman. And if the wife returned for the reason which I 
suggested, could she bring back the household goods at Government 
expense ? 

Mr. Manaan. Yes, sir. It would be discretionary with the overseas 
command as to whether the whole family would be returned. 

Horrman. Then after the wife’s mother’s death or recovery, 
who would pay the expenses of the household goods back to Germany 
if they wanted to take them back? 

Mr. Manoan. My personal feeling is that that would be a matter 
of personal expense. 

Mr. Horrman. The Government wouldn’t pay th: at ¢ 

Mr. Mancan. They have had one return, and, in my opinion, it is 
a matter of personal expense. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. I do not think that the bill specifies that. 

Mr. Manean. It does not, Madam Chairman, but the whole legis- 
lative history of this subject and the fact that necessity has brought 
us back to this committee requesting amendments to cover things 
we found we left out in previous versions of it is, I think, evidence 
of the restrictive interpretation of the whole statute. 

Mr. Horrman. Assuming that, after the recovery of the wife’s 
mother and after her return to Germany at Government expense, the 
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wife’s father got ill. Could she again come back to the United States 
at Government expenses under the last two provisos! She certainly 
could: couldn’t she ? 

Mr. Mancan. The two returns are not provided. However, may 
I point out that in my statement I referred to the policy of the mil 
tary in which only one return is made during any overseas tour of 
duty, the one return of the individual or his dependents. Insofar as 
the circumstances are approximately the same, the military depart 
ments have as a matter of practical reality followed very closely the 
patterns of treating military and eivilian personnel, and as far as 
the Department of the Army is concerned, I am sure any adminis- 
trator would place a one-trip limitation because that is what applies 
to the military and he couldn't afford to extend any such marked 
distinction be tween the military and civilians. 

\'r, Horrman. But under the law it is possible 

Mr. Manean. Under the law it is possible, 

Mr. Horrman. And while my questions may seem absurd and silly, 
I think it is my duty to « <plore the po sibilities, as well as anything 
else test fied to. 

I have finished. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Mr. McCormack. 

Mr. McCormack. Under this proviso, if a wife’s mother took seri- 
ously ill. you say the Red Cross, of course, is making investigation 
and they could offer medical evidence that she is in the hospital and 
seriously ill, like we do in the case of enlisted men. They do that in 
the Red Cross in the case of enlisted men. The local Red Cross chapter 
makes investigation upon request of the Army or the Navy or other 
branches of the armed services, or upon my request where there is 
haste. 

Mr. MANGAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. And then usually you get medical evidence. If 
there are hospital records they are sent along, and you get affidavits; 
am I mght? 

Mr. Mancan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. All right. Now, take the case of a mother who 
is seriously ill and the wife comes home, say, 6 months after her 
husband is overseas. Well, she wouldn’t be eligible for the payment 
unless her husband completed the 2-year term of contract; would 
she? 

Mr. Mancan. You mean for returning back to the overseas 
command ? 

Mr. McCormack. Exactly. 

Mr. MAnGANn. Yes—no, she 

Mr. McCormack. In other words, it says here- 
shall reimburse him for proper transportation expenses at such time as he 
acquires eligibility. 

Well, eligibility is the complet ion of his contract ? 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Pardon me. Doesn't that include for reasons other 
than public interest? 

Mr. Manoan. Yes. Under the first clause, in cases of personal emer- 
yency which the command considers justifiable they may return the 
family at Government expense. 

Mr. McCormack. That is the first proviso. I am talking about 
the third one. 
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Mr. MANGAN. The third one is where the individual just by his 
own personal preference or the family’s personal preference returns, 
so there is no public-interest factor involved; then he may be reim- 
Lursed later on when he completes his tour of duty. 

Mr. McCormack. Because by that time he would get it anyway? 

Mr. Manean. Yes, sir: if he stayed. 

. Mr. McCormack. Have you any record as to the number of cases. 
approximately, where a husband and wife come home because of com- 
passionate conditions ? 

Mr. ManGan. No, sir: you would have to collect that from each 
one of the individual overseas commands. It would be extremely diffi 
cult to estimate. 

Mr. McCormack. That is all. 

Mrs. Cuurcnu. Mr. Brooks, have you further questions 4 

Mr. Brooks. No, ma‘am: thank you. 

Mrs. Caurcu. Thank you very much. 

Mr. MANGAN. I would like to say to Mr. Hoffman, about his saying 
lis questions seemed silly or absurd, they are not; if they were, they 
wouldn’t be so hard to answer. 

(Diseussion off the record.) 

Mrs. Cuurcu. We have two witnesses from the General Accounting 
Office. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN H. MARTINY, LEGISLATIVE ATTORNEY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL, GENERAL ACCOUNTING 
OFFICE; ACCOMPANIED BY HENRY BARCLAY, ATTORNEY, OF- 
FICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL, GENERAL ACCOUNTING 
OFFICE 


Mrs. Caurcu. Will you identify vourselves, and do you both wish 
to testify f 

Mr. Marriny. If it please the chairman, I will make a statement 
and then Mr. Barclay will comment on the interpretation of the 
decisions, if you care to have him. 

Madam Chairman, I am John H. Martiny, legislative attorney, 
Ollice of the Comptroller General, and I have with me Mr. Henry 
Barclay, attorney, Office of the General Counsel, General Accounting 
Office. 

I have been designated by the Comptroller General to present a 
statement on H. R. 179, 88d Congress. 

The Comptroller General has furnished the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Government Operations a report of his views on this bill 
and on the similar bill, H. R. 8095 of the 82d Congress. The views 
presented in those reports are substantially the same as we will present 
today. 

Mrs. Crurcu. You would like to have them included in the record 
at this point ? 

Mr. Marriny. I do not believe it is necessary, Madam Chairman. 
We will cover any of the points that were raised in those reports in 
our present statement. 

Except as hereinafter discussed, the General Accounting Office hee 
no objection to enactment of this legislation 

(Discussion off the record.) 
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Mrs. Cuurcn. You may proceed. 

Mr. Martiny. The first proviso of H. R. 179 would amend section 
7 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946, Public Law 600, as 
amended by the act of se target 23, 1950, Public Law 830, to pro 
vide authority for repayment by the Government of expenses of re- 
turn travel and transportation of Federal employees and _ their 
immediate families when traveling between the employee’s post. of 
duty outside the continental United States and his place of residence 
for the sole purpose of taking leave. Such payment would be au- 
thorized only when an employee has satisfactorily completed an agreed 
per iod of service overseas and is t: aking leave pr ior to serv ing another 
tour of duty overseas. 

As early as October 6, 1949, the Comptroller General held in two 
decisions, B-84159 to the Secretary of Agriculture, and B-86698 to 
the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, that there was nothing in the 
provisions of section 7, Public Law 600, or in its legislative history, 
which reasonably may be constr ed as authorizing the return of 
‘areer employees to the Unite “| States at Government expense solely 
for the purpose of taking leave. The Comptroller General stated 
in those decisions that with respect to future overseas assignments 
or transfers, the return-travel and transportation expenses of em 
ployees from foreign duty posts for purposes of taking leave may 
not be authorized in the absence of specific legislation. 

In decision of August 16, 1951, B-104200, it was pointed out that 
section 7, as amended by Public Law 830, September 23, 1950, au 
thorizes the return travel and transportation expenses only upo1 
separation, thereby specifically precluding the payment of such ex 
penses for the return of any employees for the sole purpose of taking 
leave. 

The first proviso of H. R. 179 would supply the specifie statutory 
authority which the Comptroller General has held is necessary for 
travel at Government expense for home leave. T would like to men- 
tion some of the technicalities on page l ot the bill which the com - 
mittee may wish to consider. 

The VW ord “return.” line a leaves A doubt whether round-trip travel 
s intended at Government expense. 

The word “travel,” line 7, as used in connection with dependents 
may he interpreted As } rmitting A pel diem in lieu of subsistence for 
the dependents. 

The term “dependents,” line 8, is used in leu of the term “immediate 


family” which is used in other provisions of Publie Law 600. 

Also, it is not clear that the benefits of the first proviso are extended 
to transferees who are covered generally by section 1 (a), Public Law 
tnd 


The use of the all-inclusive word “employees” and the words “or 
transfer” woul l clarify this point. 

I suggest omitting all of lines 7, 8, 9, and 10 and inserting in lieu 
thereof | 

May I inte Trupt to Say that vou, o f course, have to read this quota- 
tion with the rest of the prov ision in order to make any sense— 


expenses of round-trip travel of employees and transportation of immediate 
families, but not household effects, from their posts of duty outside the conti- 
nental United States to the places of actual residence at time of appointment 
or transfer to. 
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The benefits of this proviso may become available to persons who 
have satisfactorily completed an agreed period of service overseas. 
The agreed period could be 1, 2, or 3 years under the present law. We 
suggest that the committee may wish to consider whether a minimum 
period of 1 year may be too liberal. 

The word “same” in line 5, page 2, should be followed by the words 
“or any other” so as not to be unduly restrictive. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Any other or some other? 

Mr. Martiny. Either one. The point is that the statute as now 
written would require the man to return to the same post of duty. 
The administration should have some discretion and possibly require 
him to return to some other post of duty, and any words that would 
permit that, I beheve, would be satisfactory. 

The first part of the second proviso of H. R. 179 would amend sec- 
tion 7 to authorize transportation of an employee’s family and house- 
hold goods from his overseas post when he has acquired eligibility 
for such transportation even though the employee does not return 
himself. 

While the Comptroller General has held in B—108678, June 25, 1952, 
that such expenses may be authorized uncer the ex sting general lan- 
guage of section 7, Public Law 600, as amended, the language of this 
part of the proviso would provide a specific statutory basis for the 
payment of such expenses. 

The second part of the proviso would provide new authority for the 
payment of such expenses in instances involving humanitarian con- 
siderations before an employee has completed the period of service 
required to become eligible for return transportation. 

As in the first proviso of H. R. 179, the words “or transfer” should 
be inserted after the words “at time of appointment” in line 11, page 2, 
and the words “immediate family” should be used for the word 
“dependents” in line 14, page 2. 

The third proviso would authorize the Government to reimburse 
an employee when he becomes eligible for such transportation for 
expenses he has incurred in returning his family and household goods 
to his place of residence before he is eligible for such transportation 
and when no humanitarian considerations are involved. 

While the Comptroller General has held in B-108678, September 26, 
1952, that such expenditure is authorized under the general provisions 
of Public Law 600, as amended, when necessary for compelling per- 
sonal reasons, the proviso contains no restrictions as to the reasons 
for the prior return. We have no information as to the necessity for 
such broad authority. 

We would like to invite your attention to an act which probably 
should be repealed. The act of June 5, 1936 (49 Stat. 1483). authorizes 
certain travel and transportation benefits for employees appointed 
for service in the Virgin Islands. Such benefits will be covered either 
by this bill or are now covered by other acts. 

Madam Chairman, that completes my statement. We will attempt 
to answer your questions on these decisions. We realize it is anite 
involved. It is a technical field, but we will do the best we cnn. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Thank you, Mr. Martiny. Mr. Hoffman, do vou have 
any questions at this time? 

Mr. Horrman. No. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Mr. McCormack. 
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Mr. McCormack. I take it from your statement that the General 
\ccounting Office has no objection toa bill slong this line 4 

Mr. Marriny. We do not. 

Mr. McCormack. And would you go further and say that you 
vould favor it? 

Mr. Marriny. I believe we would, sir; yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. The interpretaticns of Public Law 600, the ques 
ons involved were presented to the Gbneral uA: 

rerpretation of law? 

Mr. Martiny. That is right. 

Mr. McCormack. And that ¢ iminated the personal views of the 
(reneral Accounting Offies 

Mr. Ma Ny. That 1s true, sir. 


’ I 
Mr. Vict 


counting Iiflice on the 


ORMACK. On the mer! 


ts of whether or not the facts were 
) ( ou ior cons det ifil« ‘ The oO} ly q 1iestion Was whether or 
] ‘ | 
t there was al 1 OriZing Ul m? 
Mr. Marriny Phat 1 mad | 


I might add that we in the General 
\ccounting Office have employees of our own overseas who are now 
becoming eligible for return to the United States and if they had this 
leave benefit I feel sure some of them would stay longer. 


il 
Mr. McCormack. B 


vil | upon your vears of experience, would you 

<av that legislation along this line would be foi ‘the best interest of 

the Ge vernment? When I use the word “Government,” I mean any 
cy of the Government. 


“Mr. Marrrxy. I believe so, ves 





Mr. McCormack. Will vou briefly state why, for the record? Tea 

suntize it. but the recon loesn’t irry it. 

Mr. Martriny. Unde e present law. we have two means of get 
ting an emptovee overseas at Government expense. { nder section | 
of 600, he can be transferred overseas. He can be brought back at 
Government expense whi e transferred back for the convenience 


‘ > . . ; a 
f the Government or at the e1 d of the agreed period of service. Phat 
may be 1,2, or 3 years. 
The second mean f transporting an emplovee overseas at Govern 
= i 


ment expense Is to h re a new hadi, He Cal he ft} isterred back at 
(Grovernment expense at the end of his agreed period, 1, 2, or 3 years. 


i 
But if the Di partment does not wish to transfer him baek, then the 


mly way they ean bring him back at Government expense Is tO sepa 


ate him from the servic Possibly they want to keep the man over 
but m orde} to proy ie a mean that he CO} Id come back to the 
United States and take the benefit of leave, they have to go through 


the process of separating the employee, and, of course, that is always 
to the disadvar tage of the Government if they want the emplovee 
retained le 

Mr. McCormack. Is a mportant ¢ lement in getting people to go 
overseas for a contracted pel od the fact that they might be able to 
eome back and visit ? 

Mr. MIARTINY. | believe it would be. 

Mr. McCormack. Now, you said in regard to the 1l-vear period 

ere might be unusual circumstances. Isn’t it best to leave it up 10 
the igency itself as to the period of the contract, leave it to the agency 
to have some discretion so there will be flexibility ? There might be 


ial case where a person might go over for a year or he might 
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Mr. Martiny. We believe the ultimate discretion should be in the 
agency. We do think that 1 year may be a little too lenient. 

Now, the reason we say 1 year may be too lenient is this: In the 
State Department the minimum period is 2 years. In the other act 
that I mentioned about the Virgin Islands the minimum period of 
returning the employee was 2 years. It doesn’t seem logical to us 
that—I would like to withdraw that. I don’t like to use the word 
logical.” 

It doesn’t seem that 1 year should be the minimum. Under the 
present law, they can enter into an agreement to bring a man back 
at the end of 1 year. 

Mr. McCormack. I would be inclined to agree with you as a gen 
eral proposition and not challenge that statement, but might they 
not just put rigidity in there? Might they not have it interfere with 
some special assignment overseas, for his ability, peculiar abilities, 
he possesses ¢ 

Mr. Marriny. It: generally is not—— 

Mr. McCormack. Pardonme. Where it may not be a 2-year assign- 
ment. 

Mr. Marriny. That is right. It generally is not a rigidity basis. 
It generally is a minimum of 2 years, or as soon thereafter as possible, 
or 3 years, but rigidity there isa minimum. Here again we call this 
to the attention of the committee and if the committee agrees 1 year 
is proper, we have no objection. 

Mr. McCormack. The committee doesn’t agree. Iam talking about 
flexibility, where an agency might have to meet some particular situa- 
tion where a year’s assignment would be all they would want a man 
for and yet they need that man. 

Mr. Marrtiny. In that case, Congressman, I think you would bring 
him back on another provision. If he was over there, you might 
bring him back on another assignment, transfer him back, even to some 
Midwestern State, and his transportation back is covered by other 
provisions. It is only in connection with home leave that the minimum 
would apply. 

Mr. McCormack. I am trying to ascertain the benefit of your views 
and experience. But most of them are for 2 years, aren’t they ? 

Mr. Marriny. That I cannot answer. 

Mr. McCormack. Now, in relation to the third paragraph, you 
said that we have no information as to the necessity for such broad 
authority. 

Now, just exploring it, suppose a man goes abroad for a 2-year con- 
tract and at the end of the year there might be family reasons—and 
every family is a little government in itself and a unit in itself. We 
all have our peculiarities. Every family is a little government in 
itself. Am I right? 

Mr. Martiny. That is right. 

Mr. McCormack. And it might be that the problems confronting a 
husband and wife might be such that, for no reason in connection 
with the public benefit, public interest, or compassionate conditions 
or otherwise, the husband and wife might decide in the interest of the 
family of the wife to come back. That could easily be visualized 
couldn’t it? 

Mr. Marttny. That is true. 


47476—54—6 
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Mr. McCormack. And this third proviso would not benetit the 
husband and wife so far as the expenses back are concerned unless 
the husband completed his tour of duty; is that correct? 

Mr. Marriny. That is correct, either his tour of duty or his tour for 
home leave. 

Mr. McCormack. So if they remained until his tour of duty was 
ended, their expenses would be paid back? 

Mr. Martiny. That is right. 

Mr. McCormack. So there is no additional expense to the Govern- 
ment there? 

Mr. Martiny. That is right. 

Mr. McCormack. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. McCormack. When you say “We have no information as to 
the necessity for such broad authority,” you are not opposing it ? 

Mr. Martriny. No; we are not. 

Mr. McCormack. I think that is all. 

Mrs. Cuurcnu. I would like to have some clarification of the second 
proviso and what you think might be the additional use of leave or 
of the provision for shipping home a family: 

Provided, That expenses of transportation and of the immediate family and 
shipment of household effects of any employee from the post of duty of such 


employee outside continental United States to place of actual residence at time 


of appointment shall be allowed prior to the return of such employee to the 


United States when the employee has acquired eligibility for such transpor 
tation or when the public interest requires the return of the dependents * * * 

Have you any clarification for that provision at all? 

Mr. Marttny. I do not believe we have, Madam Chairman. 

As to the first part of that prov iso, the Comptroller has held that 
they can come back now under the provisions of section 1 of Public 
Law 600, as combined with section 7. However, in those cases the 
employee has a vested right to return his family and household effects, 
so if he has that vested right now, then there cannot be any abuse of 
the proy iso. He has completed his 2 year period or 3 year period or 
whatever the agreed period is, and he has a vested right to that return 
transportation, so there can’t be any abuses of that part of the pro- 
viso. as I see. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. About the second section, the return for human 
tarian or other reasons, including the provision to ship household 
effects. I think that it was Mr. Hoffman who raised the question 
of whether that could happen once, twice, or three times. 

Mr. Marrtny. I do not believe it could. This provision authorizes 
the return. That, of course, implies that it is a return from a foreign 
post of duty to the United States. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. You think it does not prohibit a round trip, however, 
do you? 

Mr. Martiny. I think it would prohibit a round trip under this 
proviso. It would not prohibit a round trip under some other proviso. 

I have in mind this situation, that if the employee overseas became 
entitled to home leave and he came back to the United States under 
the proviso permitting his return home on leave, then I don’t have 
any doubt that possibly the employee could take his wife back over- 
seas from the home leave, and thus complete her round trip, but that 
does not include household effects. 
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Mrs. Cuurcu. Then if under the provisions of this bill a wife was 
allowed to return home with the family and with the household effects 
and wanted to come back, it is your interpretation that the employee 
would have to pay the way back of his wife, children, and household 
effects, and so forth, in order to get her back to wherever he still is 
stationed ? 

Mr. Marriny. Let me put it this way: Under this proviso I do not 
believe there is any authority for the trip back to the foreign post of 
duty, that is, under this proviso. Now, if he becomes entitled to it 
under some other proviso 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Under what proviso? 

Mr. Martiny. Under the first proviso, by reason of being entitled 
to home leave, then he could take the family back but not the house 
hold effects because the household effects are not covered by home leave 
provisions. 

Mrs. CuurcH. Suppose if after 1 month after he returns with his 
family on home leave his wife Sere compelling circumstances 
which cause her to go back with the children and household effects. 

Mr. Marriny. This is the second trip? 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Yes: the second trip. 

Mr. Marrtiny. I believe he could 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Does he wait until his next leave comes around again, 
perhaps a period of 1 year and 11 months, before the Government 
pays the way back of his family and household effects ? 

Mr. Martriny. Back to the United States? 

Mrs. Cuurcn. No; he has already gotten his family and household 
effects back to the United States on emergency or humanitarian leav: 

Mr. Martiny. Yes. He would have to wait until he is e1 ntitled 
under some other proviso or provision of the law. As it stands now, 
talking only under the second proviso about humanitarian interest, 
it is my view that there is no authority to pay any expenses incident 
to a return from the United States back to the foreign post of duty. 
This proviso applies only in bringing a family and household effects 
from the foreign post of duty to the United States. 

Mr. McCormack. Are you through? 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. In that case, suppose a wife came over under 
the first proviso and returned to the United States before the contract 
period is up. And then her husband comes back to the United States 
after his contract period is up. Then the husband makes another 
contract period abroad. The expenses would be paid abroad for both, 
wouldn’t it ? 

Mr. Marriny. Well, Congressman, under the first proviso he 
couldn’t come back before his period was up. 

Mr. McCormack. No; that is true. 

Mr. Martiny. No. I understood you to say that he came back 
under the first proviso before—— 

Mr. McCormack. That is right. Have you seen the suggestion of 
Mr. Mangan, speaking for the Department of the Army? 

Mr. Martriny. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. On page 6 of his statement—— 

Mr. Martiny. We have it here. 

Mr. McCormack. As to the order of the three provisions of the bill. 

Mr. Martiny. Yes. 
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Mr. McCormack. What is your thought on that? 

Mr. Manrtiny. I believe it would be good legislation to do that. 
Once you analyze the provisions, you will see how complicated these 
travel bills are becoming by ade ling aig provisos on them, and I 
believe his suggestion would be advisable, but it won’t cure the overall 


picture because we are addi ng provisos in this bill that extend benefits 


to transferees oak hew ap pointees, and this bill amends only sec 
tion 7. 

Section 7 of the basic bill applies only to new appointees overseas. 
It is applied to the transferees by reason of assimilation to another 


provision of Public Law 830, so the whole thing is becoming confused. 
ind that is why we suggested using the all-inclusive word “emplovees” 
ither than just “appointees,” as is done in this bill. 

Kven then we hav e got to stretch an intel pret ition to bring a trans- 
feree under section 7. I think we have done t hat under other provi isions 
ort section 7. P ublic Law 600, | think his suggestion possibly is a 

alid suggestion. 

Mr. McCormack. Assuming that the first proviso was amended as 
4 


] + 


vou have suggested, what then 
' Mr. Marrixy. Then it would cover both transferees and new 
appointees. 

Mr. McCormack. And it would not be necessary to put it at the end? 

Mr. Marriny. No. Technically it is immaterial where it is so long 
s the language is clear. 

Mrs. Cyurcn. Had you finished ¢ 

Mr. McCormack. Yes. 

Mrs. Caurcn. Mr. Martiny, you were present, were you not, during 


the previous testimony 

Mr. Martiny. I was 

‘Irs. CHurcn. Does it occur to you that the Defense Department 
was not fully in agreement with your interpretation that no return 
transportation \ allowed, as vou remember ? 


Vi \l L\RTIN Y. Ye =, We 1) ve been arguing about these proy isions 
nee 1946. Possibly I could give you a little background on how this 
tuation came about ! 

The Army and Navy had 2 laws, 1 in 1942. and the Navy. I think. 

as 1943. Those laws more or less permitted these transactions be 

use they could go out and enter into a contract with a man providing 
tTect that a will take you overseas for 2 years and bring you back.” 
Chose were contract rights. 

Because of some of our decisions I think we more or less all went 
along passive ly with the idea that the \ could continue doing this, but 
under Public Law 600 there wasn’t any specific authority for the 
return of a career emplovee for home leave—now I distinguish = 

bamporars or an inde finit te ¢ mployee whol lS hi re “ to 90 overseas for : 
particular period, under an agreement to the effect : “I will hire you * 
vo overseas for 2 years: then Lam going to bring you back.” But now 
we are getting into a class where a career employee is sent overseas 
for an indefinite period. When the ( Comptroller saw what was hap- 
pening he decided to stop this practice and that is when he took the 
step in October of 1949 and said, in effect, “This has got to stop and 
from here on out you are going to have to have specific legislation to 
get anything further.” From then on he has refused to say, or he has 
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always held that there was no authority under section 7 to bring these 
employees back on home leave. 

When Public Law 830 inserted the word “separated,” there was no 
question any more because in order to be entitled to those benefits a 
man had to be separated. Then there was no further question. 

Mrs. Crnvurcn. I am afraid there is some confusion on the part of 
the proponents of the bill as to what the bill really authorizes and 
that should be cleared up. 

Mr. Marriny. We would be glad to clear it up if we knew where the 
confusion was. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. I have the feeling from those who have written me, 
and from the test Imony of the Defense Department this morning, that 
there is acceptance of the fact that the second pro\ ision of the bill 
includes the right of a man who goes home for humanitarian reasons 
to come back at Government expense, comparable to other branches. 
Maybe Lam wrong, but my mail has mentioned that several times, and 
if It isn’t In the bill, the bill should be so craw nas notto he confusing 
tO anyone. 

Mr. Marriny. I do not believe the bill would authorize that under 
the second pro\ iso. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. In other words—let’s be clear about it—you believe 
that under the second prov iso the Government would merely pay the 
expenses to this country ¢ 

Mr. Marriny. That is right. The word “return” is used. If you 
want to broaden it to say “round trip” then we don’t have any trouble 
with it. 

Mrs. CHurcnu. Or at least have it understood that it isn’t round trip. 

Mr. Martriny. That is right. As it stands now it is “return” and I 
am sure the Comptroller General would have to interpret that to mean 
bring the man from the foreign post back to the United States and that 
is the end of it, under that proviso. 

Mrs. Cuvren. Mr. Hoffman ? 

Mr. Horrman. Yes: I have a few questions. 

We have civilian employees abroad who are, say, file clerks, stenog- 
raphers, accountants, lawyers, all those categories / 

Mr. Marriny. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Will you give us a statement showing the fees, com 
pensation, benefits, that those people abroad receive and compare it 
with what individuals in like employment receive here in the States? 

Mr. Marriny. That would be a rather large job, Congressman. We 
would attempt it, I believe—the reason I am hesitating is that I am 
wondering if it isn’t in some of these more recent reports from the 
Bureau of the Budget where they are studying these overseas pract ices, 

Mr. Horrman. I don’t care where they are. I would just like to 
get. information. You don’t need to have a great number, but if you 
would take one file clerk here and one abroad who are in the same 
line of duty, generally performing approximately the same duties, 
and the same with a stenographer, an accountant and a lawyer, and 
maybe a cook or a baker, whoever you have, just so we know. My pur- 
pose is to get a comparison, an actual factual comparison, of the 
compensation in the different services. 

Mr. Martriny. Yes; I will be glad—— 

Mr. Horrman. Because we are told so often that the employees who 
serve abroad have so many hardships that we don’t have here in the 








42 AMEND ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES ACT, 1946 


States that they should have extra benefits and compensation. I 
would like to know just how much truth there is in that, how great 
the degree of difference may be, if there is a difference, and in whose 
favor. 

Mr. Marriny. I will be glad to furnish the figures on that and give 
you an illustration of the comparison of, say, 2 or 3 different positions, 

ealizing that we will have to rely on these tables and figures that are 
camara either by the Bureau of the Budget or Civil Service. 

Mr. HorrmMan. Ty pical ones, selected by chance rather than selected 
after the comparison has been made. 

Mr. Martrny. Well, it would have to be on positions. 

Mr. Horrman. On what? 

Mr. Martiny. The comparison, of course, would have to be on types 
of positions that were in various grades. 

Mr. Horrman. Yes: but there might be a difference in individual 
compensation. 

Mr. M ARTINY. There is some difference in the types of allowances, 
but we can set those forth for you. 

Mr. Horrman. And the reason for that request is, for example, here 
today we have witnesses, some 25 or 26 peop le, apparently all in favor 
of this bill. From the very nature of the situation the people, the 
taxpayers, have no one to represent them, unless it be their Representa- 
tives in Congress. There is no one here to testify as to the other side 
of this bill, any demerit it may have or any extra cost that may be 
mposed. Do you see the point ¢ 

Mr. Martiny. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Except as Members of Congress do it. So that puts 
me necessarily in the position of inquiring about these additional costs, 


if any, because my constituents want to know. I appear to be in 
opposition to all of vou people. It doesn’t make a fellow very enthu 
siastic in his questic ming when he doesn’t have any support from other 
witnesses. So I will have to depen don you to give us the facts. 


Mr. Marttny. We will be glad to furnish the facts on that question. 

(See table I, showing the post and quarters allowance of employees 
stationed overseas (Paris, France), and table IT, showing a compara- 
tive cost-of-living index between Washington, D. C., and overseas 
posts in the appendix, p. 85.) 

Mr. Horrman. Then you say in your statement, and I quote, “Ex- 
cept as hereinafter discussed, the General Accounting Office has no 
objection to the enactment of this legislation.” 

Am T not. correct in assuming that, speaking bluntly, it isn’t the 
business of the General Accounting Office to say whether the legisla- 
tion is desirable or not, except as it affects the amount which would 
be paid out? 

Mr. Marttny. That is true, Congressman. 

Mr. Horrman. As to the wisdom of increasing or decreasing the 

ompensation or benefits of these employees who would be covered 
th at isn’t any of your business, is it ? 

Mr. Martiny. That is why my statement is written as it is. We 
have no objection, yet we don’t come out and say we are for or against 
It. 

Mr. Horrman. And then on the floor someone in favor of the bill 
says that the General Accounting Office reports that there is no objec- 
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tion from that office, without saying it wasn’t any of the business of 
the General Accounting Office to make any objection. 

Mr. Marriny. If I may add, that statement is written that way 
advisedly for that very purpose. 

Mr. Horrman. As Counsel Jenkins said over on the other side of 
the Capitol to the witness, I think yesterday, “You were present, so by 
your silence you gave endorsement to the bill.” and you say now you 
haven’t any ‘objection, which some folks will unjustly and without 
authority construe as being you are for the bill. 

Mr. Marriny. I don’t believe they are justified in drawing that 
conclusion. 

Mr. Horrman. I don’t either. But they will. 

That is all. 

Mr. McCormack. In connection with this information you are go- 
ing to furnish, I would also like to have you give me information as 
to the increased cost that anybody might have, an employee abroad, for 
example, in their living expenses, rental expenses; we might as well 
have all the evidence: what are the differences between the comparable 
cases, one employed in America and one abroad, as to their expenses. 
Of course, you can’t consider their human feelings that they might 
be going to make a sacrifice to go over in the service of our country, 
and all that. You can’t go into that. but there are other factors in- 
volved than mere salary. You understand that, don’t vou? 

Mr. Marriny. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. I would like to have you go into all those factors. 

Mr. Marriny. You realize that is a very broad field, Congressman. 

Mr. McCormack. I understand, but we want it complete. 

Mr. Martiny. I am afraid we are coming back to some reports 
already made, if that will satisfy you. 

Mr. Horrman. That is right. 

Mr. Marriny. Because this is a field strictly in the jurisdiction of 
the State Department overseas and the Civil Service Commission as to 
territory, so obviously we can’t make the survey ourselves. 

Mr. McCormack. Now, the General Accounting Oflice is an agent 
of Congress ? 

Mr. Martiny. That is true. 

Mr. McCormack. And you are sitting here testifying in that capac- 
ity, also ? 

Mr. Martiny. That is right. 

Mr. McCormack. Now, you say you have some of your own em- 
ployees abroad now ? 

Mr. Martiny. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Would you like this bill or a bill along this line 
passed for their benefit ? 

Mr. Martiny. I believe it would be advisable as an administrative 
aid. 

Mr. McCormack. So far as your own agency is concerned, you 
recommend it for your own employees ? 

Mr. Martiny. Yes, sir; but as for an agency of Congress we take 
no position as to whether it is good legislation or not. 

Mr. McCormack. But you personally think it is good legislation? 

Mrs. Cuurca. Are there any further questions ¢ 

Mr. McCormack ? 

Mr. McCormack. No. 
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Mr. Horrman. Ihave one. Your opinion on that last one is because 
you have your own emp yloyees who assist you im performing your 
duties abroad an cl you wol ile | like the mm to hi: ive more money ? 

Mr. Marriny. No. I would like to have them have the benefits 
of being able to return home on leave after a pe riod of 2 years. We 
would like to have them ret: ained over there so we don’t have to trans- 
fer them back or have them separated in order to be entitled to the 
benefits. 

Mr. Horrman. You think it will give you better service? 

Mr. Marriny. | wouldn’t commit m\ self on that. We may have 
another employee who is just as good to send over there, but if we 
brought the man back who is over there we would have an additional 
expense, possibly, in returning his household effects 

Mr. Horrman. Then you want it because you think it will save the 
(;overnment money? 

Mr. Marrtrny. I believe it will save the Government money. 

Mr. Horrman. And you would be speaking, when you say that, 

L represent itive of General Acc unting / 

Mr. Marrtny. That is true. 

Mr. Horrman. And then personally, you had another opinion, too ? 

Mr. Martriny. Personally, I believe it is good legislation. It is an 
emplovee benefit. 

Mr. Horrman. Now, a little further—I realize that Mr. McCormack 
and I are getting you into a rather large job, possibly, which you may 


shorten by reference to other re ports. Mr. M Cormack said oMme- 
4] 


ing about how he realized Vou col ldn’t nelude ome of the sacrifices 
that might be made. 
I realize, too, that you couldn’t inc lude some of the benefits in the 


way of seeing these foreign countries, the art treasures, and all those 
} orc y , ldn’t include si 1 miol es ateme 

things. ou coulan t include tho e, but you might in ude a statement 
is to the servant problem over there. I mention that because we read 
ibout how many servants fy ot oul folls were ent tled to and what 
they had to pay. And I think it was in the Saturday Evening Post 
that there was an arti le written by in emplovee’s wife coi cerning the 


benefits that they had in Germany which they didn't have here as to 
rent and cost of rete all that 

If you do mention anyt ne about the hardship, then include some 
of those other benefits, wi 
financial. 

Mr. MARTINY. Wit your permission, | would ust a Soon leave 
that out. I think we are getting into the realm of—I don’t want to 
Say hypothetical cases because I know it has happened, but those 
parti ular ones that you mentioned, particular l\ the Saturday Eve- 

Post, I believe that applied to the Foreign Service and, of 
course, the civilian employees generally do not have those privileges 
that I know of, privileges for allowances for servants, but must pay 
for them when they hire them. 

Mr. Horrman. This applies to the military, too, as I understnd it. 

Mr. Marriny. No, sir, this applies only to civilian. 

Mr. Horrman. Yes, b vut there are civiliane mployees in the military ? 

Mr. Marriny. Yes, s 

Mr. HorrmMan. —" 

Mr. Marriny. But they do not have any allowances that are granted 

nder the Foreign Service Act. 


yous They need hot necessarily be 


co 
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Mr. Horrman. I know, but they get some of their own, don’t they? 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Are there any further questions ¢ 

Thank you, Mr. Martiny. 

(Discussion off the 1 ‘ecord. ) 

Mrs. Cururcu. I believe we have a witness from the Bureau of the 
Budget, Mr. Pearson. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD L. PEARSON, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 
DESIGNATE, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. Pearson. Madam Chairman, for the accuracy of the record, I 
um speaking at this point—— 

Mrs. Cuurca. Will you identify yourself? 

Mr. Pearson. Yes. My name is a Pearson. I am the Assist- 
ant Director designate of the Bureau of the Budget. Some 23 hours 
from now I can speak as the Assistant Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget. At this moment I must add that appendage for technical 
accuracy. 

In response to your request, I am glad to have the opportunity to 
vive you the views of the Bureau of the Budget on H. R. 179, a bill 
to amend section 7 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946 by 
adding three provisos which would authorize: 

First. The allowance of payment of expenses of roundtrip travel 
and transportation home for an employee and his family for the pur 
pose of taking leave between tours of duty overseas; 

Second. Payment of expenses of transportation of the family and 
oe nt of household effects of an employee who has acquired eli- 
gibility for such transportation prior to his return or where the pub 
lic interest requires the return of the dependents for compelling per 
sonal reasons of a humanitarian or compassionate nature; and 

Third. Reimbursements of an employee for expenses he incurs in 
returning his family and household goods to the United States prior 
to his return, at such time as he acquires eligibility. 

The latter two provisos were included, principally at the request 
of the General Accounting Office, for the purpose of estab lis hing 
clear statutory authority for practices presently approved by dec- 
sions of the Comptroller General. 

However, the second condition of proviso 2, “Where the public in- 
terest requires the return of dependents for compelling personal rea 
sons of a humanitarian or compassion: ite nature,” is new and is the 
single ins within provisos 2 and 3 which might involve some addi- 
tional costs to which the Government is not currently committed 
the Administrative Expenses Act of 1948, as amended. 

The number of cases falling into this new category would be small, 
ind, in the majority of these, employees eventually complete their 
required period of service and become entitled as a matter of right to 
such return transportation, 

The first proviso, that of allowing for expenses of round-trip trans- 
portation for employees and their families to their homes for the 
purpose of taking leave between tours of overseas duty is one which 
the administration believes is essential in improving the quality and 
stability of its staff of employees abroad. 
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It is important to note that this legislation will apply only to those 
United States citizens who are hired in the United States for service 
in a foreign country or in a Territory or possession and those United 
States citizens who are hired in a Territory or possession for service 
elsewhere abroad. 

The Foreign Service Act of 1946, as amended, currently provides 
for payment of these travel and transportation expenses for the 9,000 
employees of the Department of State, the Foreign Operations Admin- 
istration, and the United States Information Agency in addition to 
special home leave as provided in the Annual and Sick Leave Act 
of 1951 

Some 21,000 additional employees in foreign countries, 93 percent 
of whom are employed by the Defense Department and the remainder 
in 16 other agencies, would be covered by this proposed legislation. 
Under the provisions of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946 these 
employees are entitled to return transportation of themselves, their 
dependents, and effects upon completion of their agreed period of 
service. 

Of the nearly 56,000 Federal United States citizen employees serving 
in the Territories and possessions, approximately 25,000, or 45 percent, 
were hired in the United States and shipped abroad under agreements 
which assured return transportation of themselves, their dependents, 
and effects. 

Thus although it is the policy of the Government to utilize the local 
labor supply to the fullest extent possible, it is significant that the 
departments and agencies have found it necessary to transport over- 
seas skilled and professional personnel and others not available in the 
local market. 

In a study on overseas pay and personnel practices made jointly by 
the Civil Service Commission and the Bureau of the Budget in 1951 
and submitted in a report to the Senate Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee it was revealed that the annual quitting rate of all em- 
ployees in the Territories was 31 percent, or 62 percent for the cus- 
tomary 2-year period of service. Among those employees hired in the 
United States for service in the Territories the quitting rate for 
the 2-year period ranged from 80 to 100 percent for various categories 
of employees. 

This is, we believe, solid statistical base for the assumption that 
the turnover rate could be improved under the circumstances of the 
bill here being considered, that is, that there would be less loss of 
skilled people without additional cost, as we will try to develop in 
a moment. 

The principal agencies concerned in employment in the United 
States for service in the Territories which would be affiected by this 
legislation are: 

The Department of Defense, with 15,000, or 60 percent of the total 
of 25,000; the Commerce Department, with 2,500, or 10 percent of 
the total; and the Interior Department, with 2,500, or 10 percent of 
the total. 

Defense hires 39 percent of its Territorial employees in the United 
States; Commerce 84 percent: and Interior 36 percent. 

Fifteen percent of the United States-hired employees, or 3,800, 
work for the Panama Canal Company and the Canal Zone Govern- 





AMEND ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES ACT, 1946 47 


ment and enjoy a nominal fare on the Company’s steamship line for 
themselves and their families. 

The 300 employees of the Department of the Interior in the Virgin 
Islands who were appointed from the United States are entitled by 
Public Law 667, 74th Congress, to free transportation to and from 

United States port not oftener than once during each 2 years of 
service for the purpose of taking leave. 

To sum the situation both in foreign countries and in the terri 
tories: The Government is presently spending large sums to return 
a large majority of its United States-hired employees at the conclu- 
sion of their 2-year tours of duty overseas. In all of these cases, exc ept 
those under the Foreign Service Act and Panama Canal and Virgin 
Islands legislation, it is one-way transportation, including the cost of 
transporting effects, which is large. The cost of replacing these em 
ployees includes recruiting, training, ineffectiveness during a period 
of adjusting to the new environment and job, and the transportation 
of their effects. 

The Defense Department, which employs nearly 80 percent of the 
personnel affected by this legislation has made estimates on the sav- 
ings which would be involved. The Bureau of the Budget has re 
viewed the formulas by which these estimates are being developed and 
believes they are reasonable. 

The Bureau particularly endorses an important objective of this 
bill which is to reduce inequities in treatment of Federal employees 
which have resulted in poor morale and expensive turnover. 

As stated in the Bureau’s letter of July 16, 1953, I am authorized 
to advise this committee that enactment of H. R. 179 would be in 
accord with the program of the President. 

I will try to answer any questions. 

Mrs. Cuorcu. I certainly thank you for the statement. 

Mr. McCormack, do you have any questions? 

Mr. McCormack. I have no questions to ask Mr. Pearson, but I 
would simply like to make this — ation, Madam Chairlady. 

I have been here 26 years in the House, and this is one of the most 
informative statements I have ever heard made, giving to me a ve ry 
clear picture of the overall situation, and I want to congratulate 
you. 

Mr. Pearson. Thank you. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. If during the committee discussion the question was 
raised as to whether it would materially weaken the effectiveness of 
the bill to strike out the section dealing with free nnn for 
dependents for compassionate reasons—I am not suggesting it, but 
I am anticipating possible discussion—would you consider that aud 
have a serious weakening of the bill # 

Mr. Pearson. I would have to express a personal viewpoint. 

Mrs. Cnurcn. I would appreciate it if you would do that, but you 
need not feel that you have to. 

Mr. Pearson. I will be expressing a personal viewpoint, not the 
viewpoint of the Bureau, because as I explained before, I will not 
be the Assistant Director for a few hours yet. 

We doa great many things in the name of humanitarianism which. 
fortunately, we can well afford to do, and I would believe that this 
should be included in that category, risking, perhaps, some minoi 
dangers of abuse, against the much greater and broader human need 
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of considerate treatment of people whom we have asked to travel : 
great distance to serve us. 

Mrs, Cuurcn. Following that commendable viewpoint, I would 
like to ask whether you think an extension of that humanitarian pur- 
pose should provide transportation back to where husbands are ? 

Mr. Pearson. It seems unfortunate that a compassionate purpose 
would require a separation of the family which could be reassembled 
only after the passage of what might be a considerable period of time. 

My personal viewpoint would be that when the purpose for which 
the return to the homeland had been accomplished, if there were an 
equitable basis for it that would permit a reassemblage of that 
family, it should be done. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Would you consider the elimination of the provision 
that household effects might be carried free in exchange for the per- 
sonal transportation back ? 

Mr. Pearson. Why, I don’t believe that the compassionate reasons 
should include the ice the round-trip return from the foreign 
point of service to the United States and back to the post of house hold 
effects if it can be known that the person will return and continue his 
service at that foreign post. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Maybe it is because I have a peculiar interest as the 
one member of the family of this committee who belongs to the distaff 
side. To me it seems there is very little compassionate benefit from 
shipping a wife or dependents home without making some provision 
for return and 

Mr. Pearson. Reassemblage. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Yes. And if it were myself, I would rather have 
struck out for me the privilege of taking back household effects in 
exchange for a return ticket back, if the circumstances warranted it. 

I see Mr. McCormack looking very quizzical—— 

Mr. McCormack. No; lam not. I am very interested in this whole 
question, because it hits my heartstrings. I find myself silent because 
in this case silence means approval. 

Mrs. Cuurcnu. Well, it might not be practical, and I am perfectly 
cure there would be objection to it, but as the colloquy deve loped this 
morning it seemed to me we were doing a very uncertain service if we 
were providing transportation to break up a family without any 
thought of getting it united again. Maybe it is all you can get, but I 
raise the question. 

Thank you, Mr. Pearson. We are glad to have you aboard. 

Mr. Pearson. Thank you. 

Mr. Smiru. I have some questions, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Surru. Mr. Pearson, on page 4 of your statement, you indicate 
that under the Department of Interior, the Virgin Islands situation, 
under Public Law 667, public transportation is furnished Government 
employees to a United States port once every 2 years for the purpose 
of taking leave. Would you have any objection, or would it be your 
recommendation that a similar provision be included in this bill rather 
than the present provision that they be returned to their residence ? 

Mr. Pearson. The reference made here is for completeness of 
legislative parallelism without recommendation. 

My personal belief would be that to return them to a port rather 
than to their home under the circumstances described here would be 
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unsatisfactory if they have the contractual right to return to their 
homes. Of course, they may stay, but on the humanitarian side it 
would not be a complete service of the humanitarian interest that 
generated the trip itself from whatever point. 

Mr. Sviru. What would be your recommendation in connection 
with making more than one return every contractual period, complete 
round trip, that 1s ¢ 

Mir. Prarsow. Your question deals with the humanitarian return 
only ? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes. 

Mr. Prarson. I should dislike to feel that the United States, con- 
fronted by two or more totally unanticipatable, unpredictable, gen 
uine Red Cross-endorsed humanitarian needs, would not find the 
means of meeting those needs in the way prescribed by the bill as it 
is now drafted, 

I think none of us can predict the frequency with which those events 
occur in our family lives. 

Mr. Suitn. Well, the General Accounting Oflice representative in 
his testimony indicated his interpretation of the word “return” meant 
one return only under the present proposed bill. 

Mr. Pearson. Yes: that is the point we were just discussing a 
moment ago. IT believe—again this is a personal viewpoint—that 
would be equivalent to encouraging or participating in a set of con 
ditions which would result in the separation of the family for perhaps 
Hl) unduly long period ot time, but | would hot think that it would 
represent good personnel management. 

Mr. SMITH. Do you believe it would he necessary to amend the bill 
to take care of the people who have previously been under contract 

ho. back in, let’s say, 1949 or 1950, were under contract. to provide 
for their return under this bill? 

Mr. Prarson. I don’t believe IT quite understand the question. If 
they were under contract as long as that, they would have, of course, 
earned their right to return long before this. 

Mr. Suirn. That is correct. 

Mr. Prarson. And would have then reenlisted or they would not 
now still be there. 

Mr. Smiru. So that in your interpretation, everyone who is 
presently under contract would then be covered by this bill 

Mr. Pearson. To the extent of the terms of their existing contract, 
hot retroactively to any prior contracts of which the present contract 
might be an extension. 

Mr. Suiru. [I see. That is all. 

Mrs. Crrvren. Thank you, Mr. Pearson. 

We have a witness from the Civil Service Commission. Will you 
identify Vourse lf for the record 7 


STATEMENT OF HENRY A. DuFLON, STAFF ASSISTANT, WHITE 
HOUSE OFFICE; ACCOMPANIED BY JAMES McGURRIN, PROGRAM 
PLANNING ADVISER, BUREAU OF PROGRAMS AND STANDARDS, 
CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 


Mr. DuFion. My name is Henry A. DuF lon, and I am represent- 
ng Chairman Philip Young, as his staff assistant, accompanied bv 
Mr. James MeGurrin, of the Civil Service Commission. 
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Madam Chairman and members of the committee, I am glad to have 
this opportunity to present the Commission’s views on H. R. 179, a 
bill to amend section 7 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Perhaps you might drop the description of the bill, 
if that is acceptable to the others. 

Mr. DuF on. I was going to say we are in favor of H. R. 179. but we 
might suggest certain changes in the wording of it. 

We are in full accord with the proposed changes in language that 
the General Accounting Office representative, Mr. Martiny, has recom- 
mended and placed in the record. 

As T followed his suggested changes on our own draft here, I find 
that with one exception, where we used the term “authorized depend 
ents” and he used “immediate family,” we are in complete accord. 

So if you would care to have us, we can very largely skip our printed 
testimony, if you could put it in the record. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Without objection, that will be placed in the record 
at this point. 

(Printed statement of Henry A. DuF lon is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Henry A. DUFLON, STAFF ASSISTANT, WHITE House OFrrice, REPRE 
SENTING CHAIRMAN PHILIP YOUNG, UNITED STATES CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am glad to have this oppor 
tunity to present the Commission's views on H. R. 179, a bill to amend section 7 
of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946 

In our opinion this bill would correct certain conditions which adversely affect 
the Government's ability to obtain and retain competent employees in its over 
seas service. We urge that you give favorable consideration to the bill, with 
a few changes for the purpose of clarifying the intent 


The first provision of H. R. 179 would authorize the payment of traveling 
expenses of everseas employees to the United States and return to the overseas 
post of duty so that they may take earned vacations between tours of duty 
abroad. Under present laws they cannot do this generally because of the pro 


hibitive cost of the travel involved for them and their dependents. Upon com 
pletion of a tour of duty, employees are now faced with three choices 

1) Employee if they car fford it, may use their own funds in providing 
themselves and their families with a stateside vacation. In view of the high 
cost of travel, such a choice is usually out of the question for lower and middle 
grade employees, particularly those distant from the United States or those 


with dependents 


Employees can resign their positions and thus be furnished Government 
transportation to the United States for themselves, their dependents, and, unless 


they are returning to the overseas post on a new appointment, their household 


effects In this case, the Government risks the loss of trained, experienced over 
seas employees, even though they may be offered reemployment overseas by the 
agency There is, in addition, the cost of the panerwork involved in processing 
ersonnel actions even if tl employee returns overseas, and the cost of recruit 
ing, transporting, and training a replacement if he does not 


(3) Or the employees can continue serving at the overseas post without taking 
eave in the United States. In this case, they lose contact with their families, 
including wives and children in some cases, with friends and with the United 
States. They begin to lose the American point of view and may become less 
satisfactory representatives of the United States. Their physical and mental 
vigor and morale may suffer by unbroken service at certain posts, as those in 
tropical or isolated areas 

This need has been recognized by the Congress in the case of the Foreign 
Service. The Foreign Service Act actually requires the Secretary of State to 
order to the United States on leave every United States citizen in the Foreign 
Service as soon as possible after completion of 2 years of continuous service 
abroad. The act authorizes the payment of travel expenses to such persons 
and their families in connection with such leave in the United States. 

In a survey of the overseas personnel and pay practices of 16 large American 
companies operating abroad, made by the Government in November of 1952, it 
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was found that, without exception, such companies pay the travel expenses of 
American employees and their families returning to the United States for leave 
every 2 or 38 years. 

These practices are based upon many years of experience in operating abroad 
Authority for similar practices for all overseas employees of the Government 
generally is needed if a fully satisfactory overseas work force is to be built and 
maintained. 

Although I consider the above feature of this bill to be the most important 
one, the bill makes two other provisions which we also strongly favor. 

The second provision of H. R. 179 would authorize the payment of transpor 
tation expenses of the immediate family and household effects of any employee 
from the post of duty outside the United States to place of actual residence, 
prior to the return of the employee to the United States, under certain conditions 

The first is when the employee himself is eligible for such transportation. 
Existing decisions of the Comptroller General (31 Comp. Gen. 683) allow expenses 
of returning the family and household goods of an employee eligible for return 
transportation where the employee elects to serve at the overseas station for 
an additional period. The proposed new proviso would provide a specific statu 
tory basis for the payment of such expenses. 

The second condition under which transportation expenses of the immediate 
family and household expenses would be paid by the Government prior to the 
return of the employee would be when the public interest requires the retur! 
of the dependents for compelling reasons of a humanitarian or compassionate 
nature or obligation imposed by authority or cireumstances over i 
individual has no control. 

It is believed that if the dependents’ return to the United States is required 
for compassionate reasons the employee should not be faced with his current 
choice of: 

(a) Keeping them with him overseas until he completes his tour of duty 
endangering their health or well-being. 

(b) Seeking release from his employment agreement in order to return to the 





United States with his family when both he and his ageney desire him to cont 


in the overseas iob. 





(c) Be ng the travel expenses himself merely because the threat t 4 
health or well being of his wife and children arose before he completed hi rou 
of duty. This appears unfair because the threat to health may be due to 


conditions at the post. or may be something the emplovee never anticipated and 
for which he is not at fault In such cases, the employee may be motivated ft: 
quit has job, even without a release, and return to the United States with h 
family 

The result is that the Government loses trained employees and bas the expense 
of recruiting, transporting, and training rey 
if the Government were authorized to return the dependents at Government 
expense even though the employee remains at his station. 

The third provision of H. R. 179 covers the situation where an employee returns 
his family and household goods to the United States prior to acquiring eligibility 
for such transportation. H.R. 179 would require the Government to reimburse 
him at such time as he completes his tour and acquires eligibility. This proviso 
would provide a specific statutory basis for reimbursement of such expenses, now 
allowed within the limitations, specified therein under decisions of the Comp 
troller General (32 Comp. Gen. 143) This anthorit s helpful in these cases 
where the wife or children cannot make a good adjustment to the particular 
overseas environment involved and their continued presence under such circum- 
stances is a source of distraction to the employee and impairs his efficiency. It 
aids in the retention of many employees, since if an employee will be reimbursed 
when he complete his tour of duty he will tend to remain to complete it rather 
than returning with his family. 

Insofar as we can determine, enactment of H. R. 179 would not result in sub- 
stantial additional costs to the Government. The bill does permit the expendi 
ture of Government funds in ways not presently authorized hut, most of the 
expenditures probably would have been made in any event, as has been pointed 
out above. For example, if the Government must nav for the travel of the 
emplovee and his wife when they return to the United States together, it seems 
immaterial that she he permitted to return before the emplovee and not required 
to wait until he does. On the other hand, enactment of the bill will result in 
considerable savings in the cost of recruiting, transporting, and training new 
employees, 


acements This conld be avoided 
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Certain changes for the purpose of clarifying the intent of the bill appear in 
our report and, for the convenience of your commnittee, are listed in an attach 


ent to the copies of this test ni With these changes, we strongly recom 
end that you give favorable consideration to this legislation 
\MENDMENTS TO H, R. 179 PROPOSED BY THE CIVIL SERVICE COM MISSION 
We recommend | p ed | be amended as f ows 
1) Page 1, lines 5 and 6: The words hanging the period at the end thereof 
1 colon and adding” should be changed to read, “inserting immediately before 
he st s te ce hereof 
rhe last sentence of the present act provides: “Tl section shall not apply to 
appropriations for the For m Service, State Dey tment.’ The above recom 
mendation would make the structure of the statute more orderly 
2) Pagel ne 7: The phrase “expenses of return travel and transportation, 
including authorized depence it excluding household effects” should be 
changed to read “expenses « trip travel of employees and transportation 
of authorized dependents, but excluding household effects 


We believe that the above two changes express more accurately the legislatior 


The use of the word “return” might be interpreted to mean that the Government 
will pay only one-way travel and transportation. The restriction of expenses of 
de] ents to “transportat expenses makes it clear that per diem is not 
thorized for dependents 
Page 1, line 10: The words “or transfer” should be inserted after the words 
ppointment” since some overseas assignments are affected as transfers as 
weil as appointments 

1) Page 2, line 5: The phr: ‘at the ime overse post’ should be changed 
read “at the same or any other overseas post.” This change would increase 

administrative flexibility and also the ability to retain competent personnel. 
5) Page 2, line 8: The second word on this line (“and”) should be deleted, for 


undoubtedly a typographical error 


} 


Mir. DuFton. And we would like to add that we are in accord with 
(general Accounti o ( \flice’s changing i the wording. 
Mrs. Cuurcu. Lalso understand that you have a suggestion on page 


|, line 7, to substitute the words “round trip” for the word “return. 
Would you speak to that ? 


Mr. DuFiton. Well. our thought was that the proviso “round trip’ 


was act rally intended. and there would be danger ot misinterpretation 
f the word “return” were used. 
| ! oti e the Greneral Lo ounting ()fhice also usec the words “round 


Irs. Courcu. Would you care to comment on the hypothetical ques- 
tion that I raise das tow hether the pro\ ision on page 2? should be round 
» instead of return ? 

Mr. DuFron. We had one part of our testimony which concerned 
the compassionate reasons, and I am not sure IT am answering clearly 
your question, but— 

Mrs. Cuurcu. May we have that? 

Mr. Di Fiton. It is believed that if the dependents’ return to the 
United States is required for compassionate reasons the employee 
hould not be faced with his current choice of: 

(a7 Keeping them with him overseas until he completes his tour of 


ity, endangering their health or well-being. 

(0 Seeking release from his employment agreement in order to 
return to the United States with his family when both he and his 
rency\ desire him to continue in the overseas job. 


Beat ing the travel expenses himself merely because the threat 
ro the ] er Ith or well being of his wife and children arose before he 
completed his tour of duty. This appears unfair because the threat 


to health may be due to conditions at the post, or may be something the 
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employee never anticipated and for which he is not at fault. In 
such cases, the employee may be motivated to quit his job, even without 
a release, and return to the United States with his family. 

Now, your part cular quest ion, of course, relates to 

Mrs. Crercn. To an emergency call at this end. 

Mr. DuFion. Where a wife would join her husband overseas again ¢ 

Mrs. CHurcu. Yes. 

Mr. DuFiox. We haven't considered that in our prepared state 
ment. 

Mrs. Cuur H. Is there any rec rd of how often someone has come 
home and then gone back? LT suppose for thousands of employees it 
would be Impossible to vet it. 

Mr. DuFion. Not to my knowledge. [T don't believe there would 
be, would there. Jim 4 

Mr. MceGurrix. No, I don't think any record was ever kept. I 
mvself kno that there is no travel of any kind unless there is specifie 
vuthority for it: that is, vou can’t write travel orders unless you can 
cite authority, so that there would be very little travel of dependents 
hack to the United States without the principal, and if they did come 
back to the United States without the principal I doubt if there were 
any cases W here they were permitted to travel back to the overseas post 
to join the principal. I doubt very much if there is such an instance. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. | can see it as a possible abuse of privilege, but I can 
see the necessity for it, also. 

Has anyone taken up the psychological question as to the effect of 
not permitting return to the post? I am remembering an island in 
the bacifie which I visited. where I saw tremendous discontent among 
the new wives, who I think would have quickly snapped at a chance 
to go home. Would this bill lead to unnecessary return / 

Mr. DuF ron, | suspect it would have to have administrative con 
trol. IT imagine such situations could arise, but I imagine they could 
also be controlled, an unsubstantiated need to go home, based on per 
sonal opinion rather than actual need. 

Mr. McGurrin. I was with the Department of the Air Force before 
I transferred to the Commission, and our practice in all those cases 
was to require a certificate from an Air Force medical officer that con 
tinued presence at the post was actually endangering the health of 
the wife before she was permitted to return to the United States for 
humanitarian reasons. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Mr. McCormack, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. McCormack. No. 

Mr. Smiru. No questions. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Thank you very much. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Mangan, you heard the suggestions of the 
General Accounting Office for certain amendments, and you have 
heard the report of Mr. DuF lon, of the Civil Service Commission, say- 
ing the Civil Service Commission agreed with them. What is your 
feeling on these amendments ? 

Mr. Mancan. We are in general accord with the ones in Mr. Stevens’ 
official report. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. We have representatives here now from certain Gov 
ernment departments, Mr. McCormack, and we have witnesses from 
labor organizations. Do you have any preference as to order of 
testimony ¢ 
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Mr. McCormack. You are the boss. 
Mrs. Cuurcu. Mr. Whipple, representing the Department of 


Avriculture. 


STATEMENT OF CLAYTON E. WHIPPLE, ACTING ADMINISTRATOR, 
FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICES, DEPARTMENT OF AGRI- 


CULTURE 


Mr. Wuirete. Madam Chairman, I am Clayton E. Whipple, Acting 
Administrator of the Foreign Agricultural Services of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

[f there is no objection, I would be glad to have our statement put 
in the record, together with our legislative report. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Without objection, it will be so ordered, Mr. Whipple. 

(Statement of ¢ ‘lay ton E. Whipple is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CLAYTON E. WHIPPLE, ACTING ADMINISTRATOR, FOREIGN 
AGRICULTURAL SERVICES, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

In July 1953 the Department of Agriculture submitted a report to the chairman 
of the Committee on Government Operations on H. R. 179. This report stated 
that it was the Department’s opinion that the enactment of H. R. 179 would go 
i long way toward overcoming one of the major objections that employees have 
of the continental United States. Just knowing that they 

can return for leave after a reasonable period and that their families may be 
event of illness or other unforeseeable conditions should contrib 


assignments outside 


returned in the 
ute materially toward relieving the apprehension with which these assignments 
re regarded by many employees. It was further stated in the report that the 

i nt of this bill would grant to all employees serving outside of the conti- 
entul United States some of the benefits now authorized for those employees who 
ire governed by the Foreign Service Act of 1946. We believe that these points 


which were covered in the Department’s report last July apply equally well 


today 

I should like to point out some of the specific reasons why we favor the 
enactment of this bill: 

1. It would facilitate securing the most competent employee for assignment 
yuitside of the continental United States if he had the assurance that after an 
agreed-upon time he and his dependents could return to their home for a period 
f leave. This would afford the family the opportunity to renew associations 
with relatives and friends, thereby contributing to improved morale. 

2. The employee will be much more effective in his job by maintaining and 


renewing his perspective as a representative of the United States through the 


ontacts made possible by the period of leave. 

He will also be able to improve his technical and personal competence which 
s an important consideration in meeting the requirements of their position. In 
many lines of work it is necessary to maintain contact with production and trade 
ups in order to be effective. 
3. It would appear to be admil istratively desirable that the Federal Govern 


ment, in the conduct of its overseas activity, establish as much uniformity as 
possible in employee benefits so that unnecessary interagency competition be held 
to a minimum and morale problems caused by inequities may be reduced. 

In our report we suggested three amendments which are primarily clarifying 
n nature. One of the provisos in the bill would limit the benefits to those 
employees who are to return to the same post and would not apply to employees 
who under the same circumstances agree to serve another tour of duty at a 
different post. It is often in the best interest of the Government to have the 
employee assigned to a different post and this should be provided for. 

We recommend the enactment of the bill with the clarifying amendments. 


Mrs. Cuurcu. We would like to have your comments on the points 
raised this morning. 


Mr. Warepete. Thank you. 
I would say that the Department of Agriculture favors the enact- 


ment of this bill. 
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We have three minor suggestions for changes which appear in our 
legislative report. We are in favor of the amendments which have 
been proposed. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Mr. Smith, have we a list of the changes recom- 
mended by the Department of Agriculture ¢ 

Mr. Smiru. Yes. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Mr. McCormack, do you have any questions? 

Mr. McCormack. No. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Mr. Smith? 

Mr. Smirn. No. 

Mr. Wuierie. Thank you very much. It was a pleasure to be here. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Mr. Frank Stone, from the Department of Com- 
merce, 


STATEMENT OF FRANK STONE, REGIONAL DIRECTOR, CIVIL AERO- 
NAUTICS ADMINISTRATION; ACCOMPANIED BY SHERMAN 
MORRIS, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL, 
CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Stonr. Madam Chairman, I am Frank Stone, regional admin- 
istrator of the international region of the Civil Aeronautics Admin- 
istration of the Department of Commerce. 

We have not prepared a formal statement. I have come here to 
talk to you informally about some of our experiences with adminis- 
tration people overseas. 

The international region is a very small segment of the Department 
of Commerce. We have 41 people stationed overseas in our perma- 
nent offices. We do administer 10 assistance missions under funds 
supplied at this time by the Foreign Operations Administration, so we 
have the unusual situation of having some of our people—all of whom 
are recruited from CAA—sitting side by side in certain locations, 
with entirely different benefits. 

We favor very much the enactment of this legislation. Our people 
in the international field offices are essentially technicians. We rep- 
resent the fields of operations, maintenance, and radio and electronic 
communications in aviation. They are all designated as technical 
advisers to the Department of State head of missions in the countries 
and areas in which they operate. Their level of operations is a fairly 
high one. We find that in the absence of representation allowances 
which will provide them with a reasonable amount to perform neces- 
sary entertainment, they separate for that one reason alone. 

The leave benefits would provide us with a very fine method of 
iIncentive—— 

Mrs. Cuurcn. What is the length of your contract ? 

Mr. Stone. We have in the international region a policy which is 
a flexible one. Our minimum tour of duty is 2 years. It can be 
extended to 4 years. 

We feel that with the passage of this legislation which would give 
us the privilege of bringing those people home to see their parent 
grandparents, and bring their children home with them, we would 
materially increase the efficiency of our administration. 

We have many cases on record of people who would be happy to 
extend if they could just get back to the States and see their families, 
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We would also like to bring them back to reorient them in the 
American way. We have an obligation to reorient them technically. 

Mr. McCormack. A very interesting point. 

Mr. Sronr. We maintain a technical training school at Oklahoma 
City. We would like to have incorporated with this leave privilege 
the transfer of those people for indoctrination in those techniques 
and in the use of radio aid. 

Mrs. Cyurcn. U nder existing law, could they not be brought back 
for that purpose at Grovernment expense ¢ 

Mr. Stone. No; they cannot. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Training? 

Mr. Sronr. No, ma’am: they cannot. 

I have just recently returned—I am just a little bit tired, as a matter 


of fact. I have just come back from a trip around the world in which 
I visited all our missions abroad, so IT will cite you an example in 
Paris. 

We have an administrative assistant there, a orl formerly sta 
tioned in Washington. She has been there almost 2 year's how. Her 
term will be up in September or October. She would gladly extend 
another 2 years in Paris 1f we could bring her home and let her visit 
her parents, who are getting older. Unfortunately, we can’t do that. 
Ilowever, I could bring her home and transfer her household effects 
and send her to Bangkok after 60 days, but it would cost more. It 
would mean we would lose the continuity of her knowledge of the 
office. She has studied on her own the French language: handles 


our office work in France over the telephone, which is a significant 
factor. She also speaks Polish, which we didn’t know about until 
recently. 

I have no way of handling that except by administrative subterfuge, 
which I do not like to indulge in. 

On Mr. MecCormack’s point that he raised a moment ago, that the 
family is a little government in itself. We are well aware of that 
in the anesthe region and we have tried to establish selective 
procedures within the means available to us of interviews with the 
wives and their families before we select the man. We know very 
well indeed how the attitude of the wife and family may affect the 
performance of our technician. We want them to be a happy family 
init, 

Mr. McCormack. The husband may be the king, but the wife is 
the queen. 

Mr. Stone. That is true. 

Since we have instituted these procedures we have had very fine 
experience with our people. 

There is one point on how often we have had to bring people home 
for compassionate reasons. We have been in business for only about 
10 years, with a very limited number of people abroad. During that 
time there have been only 4 or 5 cases that I can personally recall 
to mind. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Who has paid their expense on that? The individual 
has paid his own expense ? 

Mr. Sronr. They have paid their own expense. 

Mrs. CHurcu. How many cases do you think, Mr. Stone, there 
ee have existed which would have developed into compassionate 

vases if the Government were pledged to pay their expenses? 
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Mr. Srone. I think very few. ‘They are so small, we have pretty 
intimate contact with our people. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. In those particular cases did the wives stay at home 
or come back ¢ 

Mr. Svone. The wives came back on many occasions. 

And speaking to your point, the quest ion as to whether there should 
be authority to have the wife return, I would think that, speaking 
for ourselves, it could be either one way or the other. They should 
both be pros ided. It May be that the timing of the unprecicted evelt 
is such that the wife will elect to remain in the States and the hus 
band may then come home later. They may We tit to arrange it that 
way, so Ll would think if it were an option: il sort of thing as to whether 
the wife came back, that would fit our needs. 

Mrs. Cirrurcu. Mr. Smith. would you like to ask a question about 
whether that should be done more than onceé [do not want to steal 
your thunde 

Mr. SMiru. No: | just wonder if you need an alternative so it 
would be diseretionary. Would that be your idea ¢ 

Mr. Stone. I would think so. L think that would be an equitable 
way of handling it. 

Mr. Smiru. May I ask you this question: In your recommenda 


l 


tions, on page 2. line 5, line 19, and line 22, vou recommend the addi 
tion of the words “as determined | yy the employing ugency . what 
is your reason for that recommend: ation / 

Mr. Sronr. Would you mind calling it again, please 

Mr. Siri. Line 5, after the word “post,” you recommend the addi- 
tion “designated by the emp jloying agencev;” line 19, after the word 
“control” you recomme md “as de termined by the emp loying : agency i 
and line 22, after the word ° ‘interest,’ ’ the same recommendation, “ 
determined by the employing agency. 

My question os What are the reasons for the reconmended changes 4 

Mr. Stone. I would ask Mr. Morris, if I may, to reply to it. Mr. 
Morris is from the General Counsel’s Office. 

Mr. Smirn. Certainly. 

Mr. Morris. Well, if they anticipated a return for compassionate 
reasons, humanitarian reasons, those reasons should be as they are 
determined by the employing agency and not be left to the dete: 
mination of the individual, so that the age ney involved would make 
the determination as to whether it was justified i n making a return. 

Mr. Smiru. Don’t you believe it is for clarification purposes / 

Mr. Sronr. Yes, I think so. I think that is probably the practice 
that is now used. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, isn’t that impled anyway, an indi 
vidual 

Mr. Morris. I would think so. 

Mr. McCormack. Just simply to request to come back and get the 
benefit of this, there would have to be approve al: the agency would 
have to pass on it, it seems to me, by implication. 

Mr. Smiru. It seems that way to me. 

Mr. McCormack. No criticism meant. But wouldn’t you say it is 
there by implication / 

Mr. Morris. I personally would think there would be no doubt. 
The agency employing the person would obviously make that deter 
mination. 
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Mr. McCormack. Sure. 

Mr. Suirn. That is all. 

Mrs. Cruurcu. Do you have any questions, Mr. McCormack? 
Mr. McCormack. No further questions. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Edwards, from the Department of the Interior. 


STATEMENT OF A. M. EDWARDS, CHIEF COUNSEL, OFFICE OF 
TERRITORIES, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Epwarps. Madam Chairman, my name is A. M. Edwards. I 
am Chief Counsel of the Office of Teritories, Department of the 
Interior. 

I am pleased to appear here before your committee and to express 
the views of the Department of the Interior with respect to H. R. 
179. 

As you know, the Department of the Interior is responsible for 
matters pertaining to the civil administration of the Territories of 
Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, the Trust Territory 
of the Pacific Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and several smaller 
islands in the Pacific. 

The Department has no objection to the enactment. of the bill, and 
since the second and third provisions have been fully covered by the 
previous testimony I will not go into them. 

Mrs. Crrurcw. When the Department says it is not—what was your 
exact phraseology ? 

Mr. Epwarps. It has no objection to the enactment of the bill. 

Mrs. Cuvrcn. Is that damning with too faint praise / 

Mr. Epwarps. That is a good question. We are responsible for the 
economic development of the Teritories, and I would like to answer 
that question by saying that we have no objection to the bill, but that 
we want to call the attention of the committee to the effects this bill 
might have upon two of our Territories, that is, Alaska and Hawaii. 
We feel that the development of Alaska and Hawaii requires that the 
employees of the various governmental departments that serve in those 
areas should be, insofar as possible, recruited in Hawaii and Alaska. 

The enactment of this bill would, in effect, encourage the employ- 
ment of stateside employees in Alaska and Hawaii and, therefore, 
would materially affect the employment of the residents of those two 
Territories. 

Mrs. Crurcn. I wonder if, for the benefit of Mr. McCormack, you 
would repeat vour sentence. 

Mr. Epwarps. Yes. 

The Secretary of the Interior has no objection to the enactment of 
the bill, and the question was asked whether we were damning the bill 
with faint praise. With respect to Alaska and Hawaii we are raising 
certain questions for the consideration of the committee, to show the 
effect that this bill might have upon those two Territories. 

oa ause the Secretary is responsible for the economic development 

Alaska and Hawaii, we feel that the people of those Territories 
oes | be the ones who are employed by the various Federal agencies 
in the operation of their programs within those two Territories. By 
enactment of this bill, we believe that Federal agencies would be en- 
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couraged to send stateside employees into Alaska and Hawaii. We, 
therefore, think that enactment of the bill would be detrimental to the 
emphkoyment of personnel living within Alaska and Hawaii. 

Mrs. Crurcu. Now, the question of who is employed is in the hands 
of the Secretary of the Interior, is it not, or his subordinates ¢ 

Mr. Epwarps. Only so far as Interior employees are concerned. 
The Department of Interior, of course, does not control employment 
of employees in Defense, or any other department. 

We feel that all positions insofar as possible should go to Terri- 
torial residents. 

Now, the second point is that when most of the—— 

Mr. McCormack. Pardon me. 

Isn’t that carried out, anyway, in practical oper ation; isn’t that 
carried out? Now, take the Delegate from Hawaii who said that 90 
percent of those employed over there are 

Mr. Epwanrps. Yes; in Hawaii that is generally true. There are in 
Hawaii a total of 22,585 employees of Federal agencies. ‘The Depart- 
ment of the Interior has only 200 of those, and only 85 of those are 
from the States, but the other departments have a considerable number 
in Hawaii. 

Mr. McCormack. Don’t you give preference to employment in the 
Interior Department for local e mploy ment ¢ 

Mr. Epwarps. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. So the practical operation, then—your fears are 
meaningless. 

Mr. Epwarps. As to the Department of Interior, that is true, but 
Interior has few employees in Hawaii. Still at the same time, the 
Secretary is responsible for the economic development of Hawaii. 

Mr. McCormack. I understand that, yes; I am aware of that. 

Mr. Epwarps. We also believe that many people who go to Alaska 
and Hawaii Territories as Federal employees go there with a view 
toward making their permanent homes there. In these two areas, 
therefore, home leave isn’t needed as a recruitment device. In other 
Territories, it is needed to encourage people to accept Federal em- 
ployment, but not in Alaska and Hawaii. 

Mr. McCormack. Doesn't this bill cover Hawaii? 

Mr. Epwarps. Yes, it does, but we are suggesting to the com- 
mittee—— 

Mr. McCormack. I haven’t got a meeting of the mind with you 
yet. That is what I am groping for. I haven't quite clearly gotten 
your point. 

Mr. Epwarps. We are not in favor of having the bill apply to the 
Territories of Alaska and Hawaii for three reasons. The first is that 
we feel that the local people residing in the Territories of Hawaii 
and Alaska should be employed. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, they are, aren’t they ? 

Mr. Epwarps. No. In Alaska there are 10,000, and in Hawaii there 
are about 5,000 stateside employees. 

Mr. McCormack. Are they under contracts? How many of them 
are living out there permanently ¢ 

Mr. Epwarps. I am not in a position to say how many are and how 
many are not. 

Mr. McCormack. This bill here has relationship to those under con- 
tract. Am I right ¢ 
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Mr. Epwarps. I am saying- 

Mr. McCormack. If I move over to Hawaii with Mrs. McCormack 
and settle there and I have no contract I don’t understand that T have 
got a job with the Government over there. 

Mr. Epwarps. Did you say you have a contract for 2 year's ¢ 

Mr. McCormack. No. Suppose I don’t make a contract. I just go 
over there. I iatend to live over there, and then I get a job, and after 
L.couple of vears we change our minds and decide to come back. [have 
no contract. 

Mr. Epwarps. That is true. 

Mr. McCormack. I wouldn't come within the purview of the bill! 

Mr. Epwarps. No. 

Mr. McCormack. So it would not necessarily follow that everyone 
born in and went from continental America to Alaska or Hawaii 
would be covered by this particular bill if it became law ¢ 

Mr. Epw ARDS. No: J am not indicating that would be the rest It. but 
from the information that has been given to us. and from the figures 
that have been presente d to the committee, I believe by the gentleman 
from the Bureau of the Budget. as to the number of stateside em 
ployees that are now in Hawaii and in Alaska. IT understand there 
ire approx mately fifteen to sixteen thousand persons emploved inh 
those areas from the States. 

Mr. McCormack. That doesn’t necessarily mean they are all under 
contract ¢ 

Mr. Eywarps. No: it doesn't. 

Mr. McCormack. All right. Now, what you are interested in, and 
1 can see it isa vers desirable objective, is the colonization, particu- 
larly of Alaska 4 

Mr. Epwarps. In a sense, that is right. 

Mr. McCormack. And you want to encourage the people who take a 
contract never intending to come home to stay up there. You want to 
use that as a lever to become permanent 

Mr. Epwarps. No; we think that the people who go up to Alaska 
want to live and to become part of the Territory. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, according to your argument, we should 
strike out any and all laws? 

Mr. Enwarps. Oh, no. 

This bill makes it easier for people from the States to go up to 
Alaska and come back, rather than to settle there. It is also an incen- 
tive, especially as to Hawaii, to take a contract for 2 years and then to 
come back. When stateside people are hired, somebody in Hawaii is 
cut out of a job. 

Mr. McCormack. Isn’t it fair to assume that any agency that makes 
i contract, wants to hire somebody abroad, has a need for that person ¢ 

Mr. Epwarps. Yes; that is right. 

Mr. McCormack. And there is difficulty in getting that individual 
abroad in the numbers required. For example, after Pearl Harbor 
everything blew up over there in Hawaii and they had to go around 
canvassing every navy yard to get men over there to meet the imme 
diate situation; didn’t thev 4 

Mr. Epwarps. That is right. 

Mr. McCormack. Now, those men went over there because they 
figured it was in their line of duty, but they still lived in Boston and 
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elsewhere, and they were going to come back, and a contract was 
made with them for a certain period of time. Now, you would like 
to keep those people over there. 

Mr. Epwarps. No. 

Mr. Mc< ‘ORM ACK. Well, | 

Mr. Epwarps. What L am saying is that after the emergency of 
Pear] Harbor has ended and with Alaska on the brink of statehood, 
we would like to see the people who are employed by Federal agencies 
he recruited from these areas. 

Mr. McCormack. I am in thorough agreement with the purposes, 
but I can’t see your me thod in trving to use this bill to hold people 11 
those p! ices Who never intended to live there permanently, who went 
up there under a eontract. Now, if. after they get up there they 
want te stay there, that is then priy ilege. If they Want to come back, 
they ought to have the means of coming back, hadn't they ¢ 

Mi. Enwarps. If they intend to stay there and then come back to 
Lis Country, back to the United States, for a vacation, should if be 
at Government expense / 

Mr. McCormack. No: but that isn’t what the bill covers. This 
bill covers a person who goes up there under a contract, who doesn’t 
intend to Stay there. Don't vou think they ought to be able to come 
back afte) they have carried out the terms of the contract 4 

Mr. Enwarps. If they carry out the terms of the contract, they are 
brought back. We are talking about only people who are under con 
tract who then come back here for a vacation. That is all this bill 
would provide. 

Mr. McCormack. Are you married? 

Mr. Epwarps. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. All right: then I can talk to you. 

It isn’t a one-way street, is it, in the family life, and it shouldn’t be ? 

Mir. Enwarps. No. 

Mr. McCormack. Now, you and your wife go up to Alaska for 2 
vears on a contract. 

Mr. Enywarps. That is right. 

Mr. McCormack. When you are up here, it may be the department 
or the agency you went up there for might want you for 2 years more. 
You and your wife are coming back, but you still stay on for 2 years 
more, for many reasons, the principal one of which, 1 assume—at least 
that which would actuate me—would be that you are contributing 
something to Government. 

Is that a fair assumption ¢ 

Mr. Epwarps. Certainly. You shouldn’t be up there if you are 
not. 

Mr. McCormack. Now, vou earn 60 days’ leave. Don’t you think 
vou would like to come back and visit your mother, if she were alive / 

Mr. Evwarps. We are looking at this from the standpoint of the 
economic development of Alaska. We think, in the first place, the 
man should be hired up there, instead of offering an incentive to me 
to go to Alaska to stay 4 years, only to return in 2 years with the Gov 
ernment paying for my leave. 

Mrs. Cnurcn. You said you had two additional reasons: is that 
right / 

Mr. Enwarps. Yes. 
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Mr. McCormack. Well—— 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Excuse me. 

Mr. McCormack. I can see ae point for trying to get people to 
go up there to colonize Alaska, but I can’t see your point in connection 
with this particular bill or the persons who would be covered by this 
bill. I just can’t see that. You are trying to force them to do some- 
thing against their will. In other words, we will get them up there, 
and how many families won't have the money to come back ? 

Mr. Eowarps. Oh, at the end of the contract they are all brought 
back. 

Mr. McCormack. But you would leave them up there. 

Mr. Epwarps. Mr. Congressman, I think vou are talking about the 
individual who comes and goes up there. We are not trying to force 
anybody to go up there, or, having gone, to stay. What we are trying 
to do is to get the people residing in the Territories into these jobs. 
This is the difference. 

Mr. McCormack. I assume your department and every other de- 
partment is going to give first preference to anybody up there who is 
qualified. 

Mr. Epwarps. That is right, but this bill offers a greater incentive 
for the people in the States to go up there. 

Mr. McCormack. I assume the Department is going to control 
that. They are not going to hire people down here, I would assume, 
to send them abroad if they can hire American citizens abroad who 
live there and are permanent residents. 

Mr. Epwarps. I am not talking about anybody outside of Alaska 
and Hawaii. 

I would like now to suggest our second objection. Home leave is 
generally regarded as a recruitment device. We have not experienced 
in the Department of the Interior any particular problem in recruit 
ment. However, the Bureau of the Budget, in approy ing our report, 
states that other agenc ies do not agree with our position in this respect, 
but we think it is not necessary from the standpoint of Alaska or 
Hawaii to aro home leave as a recruitment device. 

Then the third reason is that this would be a greater encouragement 
to recruit people from the mainland rather than to recruit in the 
Territories themselves. It would, therefore, cost the Government 
considerable money in transportation costs. 

Now, those are the points we wish to call to the attention of the 
committee. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Isn’t that third point very close to your first point ? 

Mr. Epwarps. Yes; it is. It is tied right into it. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Have you any questions, Mr. Smith ? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes; I have one question. 

The suggestion, I believe, has been made by the Department of 
Agriculture, that on page 2, line 12 and line 21, after the words 
“United States”, that the insertion be made “including its Territories 
and possessions.” In other words, if you recruit from either the 
United States or any of its Territories, you cor ild then get the privi- 
leges of this bill. Do you have any comments on that recommended 
amendment to the bill ? 

That would give to the people in Hawaii and Alaska the privilege 
of going to Formosa, Japan, or some other place and then iineiline 
to Alaska or Hawaii. 
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Mr. Epwarps. Well, if the bill is enacted, it should include those 
people who might be hired in Alaska or Hawaii to go to some foreign 
area. They should receive the same benefits and privileges that any 
citizen of the continental United States receives. 

Mr. Smiru. So that you would be in favor of this recommended 
amendment ¢ 

Mr. EpWarbDs. Yes: we would have no objection. 

Mrs. Cuurcu, Mr. Edwards, you have a similar provision for your 
own employees in the Virgin Islands, have you not ? 

Mr. Epwarps. Yes; to the port of entry, and that bill was passed 
in 1936. 

Mrs. Cuourcn. Would you comment on the desirability ? 

Mr. Epwarps. The distinction as to the Virgin Islands is that we 
have very few people down there at the present time. In fact, I don’t 
know how many—I would like to have the opportunity to get a state- 
ment of the number and submit it to the committee. I am not pre- 
pared to say how many Virgin Islands employees have taken home 
leave during any one year, and I would like to have the privilege of 
submitting for the record a statement of how m: iny people from the 
Virgin Islands have availed themselves of this provision to come back 
on home leave to the closest port of entry. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Have you any questions, Mr. McCormack ? 

Mr. McCormack. No. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Thank you very much. You will send that infor- 
mation to us? 

Mr. Evwarps. Yes; I will. 

Mrs. Cuvurcn. I would like, if there is no objection, to include 
the record at this point the letters of statement which have come from 
the Departments of Justice and Treasury, and to also anticipate the 
arrival of a letter from the General Services Administration, which 
has been promised. 

(The letters referred to are as follows:) 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, July 21, 1953 
Hon. CLARE E, HorrMan, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Re presentatives, Washington, D. ¢ 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your request for the views of 
the Department of Justice concerning the bill (H. R. 179) to amend section 7 of 
the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946, as amended 

The bill would amend section 7 of the Administration Expenses Act of 1946, 
as amended (60 Stat. S06; 5 U.S. C. 78b-3), by adding a proviso thereto author 
izing the payment of transportation expenses from overseas duty stations to their 
residence at the time of appointment of an employee and dependents for the 
purpose of taking leave prior to serving another tour of duty at the same overseas 
post. The bill would add another proviso to section 7 authorizing the payment 
of travel and transportation expenses of the immediate family of an employee 
and shipment of household effects from overseas duty station to place of resi 
dence at the time of appointment prior to the return of such employee to the 
United States when the employee has acquired eligibility for such transportation 
or when the public interest requires the return of the family for compelling 
personal reasons of a humanitarian or compassionate nature, involving physical 
or mental health, death of any member of the immediate family, or obligation 
imposed by authority or circumstance over which the individual has no control. 
The bill would add a further proviso to the effect that when an employee returns 
his family and household goods to the United States at his own expense prior 
to his return and for other than reasons of public interest, he shall be reimbursed 
for proper transportation expenses at such time as he acquires eligibility. 
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Whether the bill should be enacted involves a question of policy concerning 
which this Department prefers not to make any recommendation. 
Che Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report 
sincerely 
WILLIAM LP’. RoGeks, 
Dep ! t\ftorney General 


i ASURY Di PARTMEN' 
Washington, July 23, 19538 
Hon. CLARE E. HorrMAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 





My Dear Mr. CHAIRMA I er reference made to your letter of February 

i 1952, requesting a tatemel of this Depa tment’s views on H. R. 179. a bill 
end section 7 t the Admini rative Expenses Act of 1946, as amended 

proposed | \ la 1d secti i of the Administrative Expenses 

\ MEL Ss amendec 5U. 8 TAD-3 ) vuthor the payment of travel 

nsportation of Fed il employee nd their dependents from their posts 

outside the continental United States to the places of actual residence at 

he ‘ ) itment to such posts, in the case of an employee who has satis 

factorily completed an agreed period of service overseas and who is returning 

to his actual place of residence for the purpose of taki leave prior to serving 

mother tour of duty at the same overseas post It would further authorize the 

| nent of the expenses of transportation of the dependents of such employee 

ind the shipment of his household effects prior to his return to the United States 

when the employee has acquired « ibility for such transportation or when the 

public interest requires the return of his dependents for compelling personal 

reasons In the event that such employee returns his family and household goods 

to the United States at his own expense prior to his return and for reasons other 

reasons of public interest, the Government shall reimburse him for proper 

<pol expenses at such time as he acquired eligibility for sueh 


! 
sportation 
The proposed legislation would have limited application to this Department 


since the ‘Treasury has relatively few employees overseas It would seem that 
the benefits under the proposed legislation which would accrue to Government 
employees would be of value to e departments maintaining overseas forces 
in recruiting competent personne 
The Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is 
no objection to the submission of this report to your committee and that enact 
ent of legislation to achieve the objectives of this bill would be in accord with 


program of the President. 
Very truly yours, 
(Signed ) M. Is. Forsom, 


icting Secretary of the Treasury. 


Mrs. Cuurcu. Is Mr. Howard E. Munro here? 

Mr. Munro. Yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. Crrurcn. Will vou identify vourself for the record, Mr. 
Munro? von 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD E. MUNRO, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTA- 
TIVE, THE CENTRAL LABOR UNION AND METAL TRADES COUNCIL, 
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR OF THE PANAMA CANAL 
ZONE 


Mr. Munro, Madam Chairman and members of the committee. My 


nune is Howard E. Munro. I am the legislative representative of the 
Canal Zone Central Labor Union and Metal Trades Council. I am 

an employee of the Panama Canal Company and have lived in the 

Canal Zone since May 1945. \t present lL am on leave without pay 

from the Panama Canal Company. 
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The organizations which I represent are the central bodies of 26 
unions affiliated with the American Federation of Labor. The mem- 
bership of these unions are the United States citizens employed by 
the United States Government to operate, maintain, and protect the 
Panama Canal. 

I appear in support of this legislation as it will apply a practice to 
Federal employees which has been applied to employees of private 
enterprise for many years. 

Private enterprise which sends United States citizens outside con 
tinental United States usually does so with the understanding that 
at the expiration of a period of time—usually 2 years—they will re- 
ceive a stateside vacation with all travel expenses paid. 

A study made by the management consultant firm of Booz, Allen & 
Hamilton of 11 United States commercial firms operating in the Canal 
Zone or Republic of Panama produced these facts regarding their 
policy of transportation allowance to employees on leave: 

Three firins pra all expenses for employee and dependents to and 
from the home city ; 

[wo firms pay all expenses for employee and dependents to New 
York City; 

‘Two firms supply free tran portation for employee and dependents 
on company transportation to selected ports: 

One firm pays all costs and also all costs are parc for employee and 
spouse on emergency leave: 

One firm supplies free transportation for employees and depend 
ents to United States: 

One company supplies free transportation for emplovee una cle 
pendents to United States on company-owned transportation and 
travel elsew here Oh COMpanyv conveyance at 15 pe reeht ot commercial 
rate, 

One firm gave no allowance. 

\lso the Fore ar] Operations Administration and the United States 
Department of State pay the travel cost of the employee and de pend 
ents to home city after 2 years overseas plus a per diem allowance. 

The oil and copper companies operating in South America employ 
manv United States citizens. ‘To the best of my knowledge, they all 
supply free transportation to and from the place of recruitment every 


- years Tor vacation purposes. 


‘The survey previously mentioned wa requested by the Senate Civil 
Kunetion Appropi lation Committee in Senate Report 156 of this Con 
oress, Coptes of the report were sent the Merchant Marine and Fish 
eries Committee and Appropriat on Committee of the Hoi se, and the 
Armed Services Committee and Appropriations Committee oft the 
Senate, as directed by the Senate report. 

I only have one copys of the report This is what it looks ] Ke, 

The report is 82 pages with an appendix of 37 
pendent, comprehensive study of « 


the Canal Zone. 


The firm made five recommendations, one of which was 


pages. It Is anh Inde 


ompensation paid the workers on 


Provide free transportation to their stateside homes once every 2 yea 


employees and dependents on leave, and once each year for employees’ children 
in their last 2 years of college in the States. 
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The following explanation follows this recommendation on Page 71 
of the report: 


It is recommended that part of a Canal Zone employee's extra compensation 
consist of free transportation on leave for himself and all dependents who live 
with him in the zone. Transportation should be provided not more than once 
every 2 years and should be paid for according to the following procedure: 

(1) Establish a home city in the States for each employee. For new employees 
this should be done at time of employment and should hold thereafter. 

2) Provide free round-trip passage on the ships of the Panama Line for New 
York or by ship or by air to New Orleans or San Francisco. Pay minimum rates 
on transportation other than the Panama Line. Employees should bear excess 
cost over minimum. 

3) Pay $10, each way, for employee and for each dependent while making the 
trip to cover miscellaneous charges 

(4) Provide free transportation, each way, for employee's automobile, if taken. 

(5) Pay mileage rates as established by Government regulations for round 
trip from port of entry to employee’s home city if automobile is taken. Pay 
minimum round-trip railroad or airline travel from port of entry to employee’s 
home city if automobile not taken, 

It is further recommended that the free round-trip transportation be provided 
to such children of employees as go to college in the States. Since the first 2 
years of college can be completed in the zone, this provision should cover only 
the third and fourth years 

The procedure for arriving at the amount to be paid should be that just 
described, except that the locus of the college should substitute for that of the 
home city and no provision should be made for transporting an automobile. 

The effect of the first of the foregoing recommendations will be to reimburse 
employees for the $285 annual additional cost of taking a biannual vacation 
which is a condition of working in the zone. 

The effect of the second recommendation will be to reimburse employees for 

bout 385 percent of the estimated additional cost of sending a child to college 

in the States for 2 years This cost is also a condition of working in the zone. 
The difference of 65 percent is largely in tuition, which is frequently higher for 
nonresidents than for residents. However, since the option exists of sending 
the child to a school which charges the same tuition for nonresidents as for 
residents, no extra compensation to cover tuition is recommended. The total 
amount of extra compensation involved will approximate $280 per child. 

Ten out of the eleven private companies and two out of the five Federal 
agencies surveyed follow practices similar to those recommended. 

As an inducement to employees to take and keep zone jobs, this feature of 
extra compensation ranks high according to questionnaire returns and home 
interviews 


Page 34 of the report has this to say about the connected cost of 
vacation : 


When the zone employee takes a vacation, he has all of the expenses of his 
stateside counterpart, plus the cost of a round trip for himself, his family, and 
his car. For a family of 3 taking a stateside vacation every 2 years, this extra 


cost amounts to about $285 which has to be set aside annually. 


It appears that the intent of H. R. 179 will satisfy this reeommenda- 
tion. H wwever, there is th 1e question of those employees who were 
recruited in the United States prior to the enactment of the Adminis- 
trative Expenses Act of 1946. These er eeeeee cdo not have a trans- 
portation contract, but were employed under general conditions of 
employment which specified the procedure fo awa for transporta- 
tion matters. | respect fi lly request that H. R. 179 be amended to 

elude such employees so that the application will be uniform for 
all United States citizens recruited in the United States for overseas 


purposes. 
I will be glad to supply the committee staff with the data and assist 
them in obtaining this object ive, 





! 
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In regard to one of Mr. McCormack’s questions about moving to a 
territory and living there, the Canal Zone is different from Alaska, 
Hawaii, and the other possessions. 

Mr. McCormack. I expressed no opinion on it. I was interrogating 
a witness on his view. ‘That is what I was doing. 

Mr. Mt nro. I would like to point out, if I miay, the difference—— 

Mr. McCormack. That is all right; as long as you have the record 
right in relation to my interrogation of the witness on his testimony, 
you can go ahead and comment on his test mony. 

Mr. Munro. In the Canal Zone there is no other employment except 
Government employment, and a very few employees who work for 
industry, affected with the operation of the Canal, such as the banks, 
and a few oil companies. Everything else is excluded by treaty with 
Panama. No one can live in the Canal Zone unless they are working 
for the Federal Government or one of the few industrial concerns. 
The amount of industrial employees in the Canal Zone would total 
less than 50, 

I wanted to bring that out because there is a difference between the 
Canal Zone and the other possessions. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. I am interested in which two branches of the Federal 
Government gives substantially the benefits described. I understand 
there are two agencies. 

Mr. Munro. The Booz, Allen & Hamilton report stated that the 
State Department and the Foreign Operations Administration—— 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Send children home to college with expenses ¢ 

Mr. Munro. That is what their statement points out, on the Canal 
Zone. 

I only quoted from the report. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Yes. 

I also wondered if you had anything of record as to the stability of 
employment in the one private firm that has no fringe benefits. 

Mr. Munro. No, ma’am: I do not know which firm it was. The 
management consultant firm just identified them as 1, 2,3, 4. 

Mrs. Crrurcn. Mr. McCormack, do vou have any questions ‘ 

Mr. McCormack. No. 

Mrs. Cnorcu. Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Smiru. No questions. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Thank you very much indeed. 

Mr. McCormack. I am sorry I have to go, but if there are any 
other witnesses, I will read their testimony very carefully. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Will you please identify in the record the books you 
have with you! 

Mr. Munro. I can’t leave them. 

irs. Crurcn. No; but if you will give the titles, identify them, 
so that we can refer to them 

Mr. Smiru. Identify them for the stenographer. 

Mr. Munro. It is the Study of Extra Compensation, Panama Canal 
Company, Balboa, Canal Zone, made by the management consultant 
firm of Booz. Allen & Hamilton. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Thank you. 

Mr. Munro. Copies are in the Armed Services Committee of the 
Senate, the Appropriations Committee on the Senate side and the 
House side, and the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee on 
the House side. 
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Mrs. Cuurcn. Mr. MeCart. 
STATEMENT OF JOHN A. McCART, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE 


OF THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


Mr. McCarr. Madam Chairman. for purposes of the record, T am 


John A. MecCart, leg slative re presentative of the Ame! ican Federation 
of Government Employees. 

I appear here today to express our support of H. R. 179 and inas- 
much as the purpose of the bill has been very clearly explained by the 
various witnesses for the departments, and inasmuch as there is a 
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meeting of minds among the various departments concerning the 
technical amendments required, I do not think it necessary to com- 
ment on those. 
I would like, Madam Chairman, to submit our statement for the 
record and to make 1 or 2 very brief comments in that connection. 
(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. McCarr, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE AMERICAN 
FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am John A. McCart, legislative 
representative of the American Federation of Government Employees. Our 
federation numbers among its members Federal employees stationed in Alaska, 
Hawaii, the Panama Canal Zone and various foreign countries 

The AFGE appears this morning to express its approval of the provisions of 
H. R. 179 

This bill amends the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946, which in part pro 
vides travel expenses of new employees, transportation of their families, house- 
hold goods, and personal effects when these employees are recruited for assign- 
ment outside the United States. The first proviso of the bill would permit 
agencies to pay for the travel and transportation expenses of the employee and 
his dependents when the employee has finished a period of service overseas 
required by contract and desires to return to his former residence in the United 
States prior to accepting another tour of duty at the same overseas post under 
the new contract. Our federation feels this benefit to the employees and their 
families is completely justified, particularly in view of the employees’ agreement 
to return to their overseas posts of duty following a suitable vacation. 

Recruitment for overseas positions has been a source of difficulty for Federal 
agencies in the past. In order to attract qualified employees to these assign 
ments and to maintain the employee's family ties, the Federal Government has 
provided certain considerations. We feel that an employee should be able to 
take his family with him when returning to the States prior to serving another 
tour of duty without incurring the heavy financial outlay involved 

The second proviso of H. R. 179 authorizes agencies to incur expenses of trans 
portation for the immediate family and the shipment of household goods when 
his dependents must return to the United States because of emergency conditions 
over which the employee has no control. It is not improbable that there are 
instances where climatic conditions adversely affect the health of an overseas 
employee’s wife or children. In such instances, the Federal Government should 
be authorized to reimburse the employee for returning his family to the States 
without imposing upon him an unwarranted financial burden. 

The same reasoning can be applied to mental illnesses or other circumstances 
which would serve as a hazard to the family relationship if the dependents 
were to remain with the employee outside the United States 


Che tinal benefit recommended in H. R. 179 is a reimbursement to the employee 
when he returns his immediate family and household effects to the States at his 
wh expense. Agencies would be able to repay the employee for this financial 


uitlay only after he himself has acquired eligibility for transportation expenses 
at the completion of the required tour of duty. 

This provision in H. R. 179 would prove equitable to the employee because it 
was his understanding at the time the agreement was made that transportation 
expenses for his family would be paid if he followed the terms of his contract 
as an individual. No financial risk to the agency is involved in this section of 
the bill, since the agency would not assume an additional financial obligation 
intil the employee meets all the terms of his agreement. 

H. R. 179 amends a section of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946, which 
applies only to those appointees who “agree in writing to remain in the Gov 
ernment service for the 12 months” following their appointment Prior to 
enactment of the 1946 statute, many employees were recruited for duty overseas 
without the execution of a contractual agreement. Our federation recommends 
that language be inserted in H. R. 179 permitting agencies to apply the provisions 
of the bill to these employees, as well as those who have entered into actual 
greements. 

With this slight modification, Mr. Chairman, we feel certain H. R. 179 will 
prove highly beneficial to the Federal Government as a recruitment incentive as 
Wwe a to the employee and their families 
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After due consideration, I am confident the committee will see fit to act 
favorably on this legislation 

On behalf of all our members who will be affected by H. R. 179 our federation 
desires to express its deep appreciation for the opportunity of commenting on 
the measure 

Mr. McCarr. First. our federation echoes the position adopted by 
the previous witness concerning the status of the Panama Canal Zone 
in regard to the bill. 

Secondly, I am constrained to urge vigorously that Alaska and 
Hawail not be excepted from the bill. for two reasons: First, the 
stated policy of the Federal Government is to provide employment 
to those people residing in the Territories who are citizens whenever 
that can be done and, in kee ping with that, as has been expressed here 
by witnesses, the number of people recruited stateside has been kept 
at a minimum. If that policy is i I see no reason why 
there should be any difficulty with this bill as a recruitment device 
for bringing more people from stateside to the Pesvinntad in question. 

The second point is that failure to include Hawaii and Alaska would 
do a great disservice to the employees who are already there on a 
contract basis. 

Regardless of whether the recruitment question raised by one of 
the previous witnesses would occur, the fact is there are employees 
who have gone to those Territories under contractual agreements and 
they should certainly receive the benefits envisioned by the bill. 

[ —— been impressed by the testimony presented by the Depart- 
ment of Defense, the General Accounting Office, and the Burean of 
the Budget that monetary savings would result to the Federal Gov- 
ernment with the enactment of H. R. 179 and, with the appropriate 
amendments that will be decided upon by the committee, we heartily 
urge its early enactment. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Thank you very much. 

Have you any other comments to make informally ? 

Mr. McCarr. No, ma’am. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. I would like you to comment, if you would, on the 
question that came to my mind a little while ago as to the relative 
worth of providing one-way sides nt home for members of a family 
in case of emergency without any provision for getting them back 
again. 

Mr. McCarr. Well, I am sure—— 

Mrs. Cuurcu. I don’t want to make a mountain out of a molehill, 
but it intrigues me. 

Mr. McCarr. Madam Chairman, in our testimony we attempted 
to emphasize the necessity for maintaining family ties. I think that 
is one of the most important factors in this entire question of em- 
ployees working overseas. We are taking them out of the ordinary 
environment they would enjoy here in the States. We are subjecting 
their families to conditions that they would not normally face here 
in this country and if an emergency situation develops requiring the 
return home of the family of an employee overseas, it would certainly 
be in keeping with the entire history of this type of legislation to 
make provision for having that family get together again once the 
emergency has passed: and from the st: indpoint of the family rela- 
tionship alone, I certainly feel that provision should be made, after 
the dependents have gone back to the States and the emergenc y has 
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passed, for them to return again to the head of the household in a 
foreign country. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Now, Mr. Smith might say, “More than once?” 

When you give a privilege like that, any privilege is subject to 
abuse. 

Mr. McCarr. Yes. Actually, Madam Chairman, it seems that it 
would be rather rare when such occurrences would take place, where 
here would be the ne essity of doing it more than once, and certainly 
1 feel sure, with the discretion that has been exercised by the depart 
ments heretofore in this question, there is guaranty there won’t be any 
serious abuses of that. 

Mrs. Cucurcu. Is there any record any place of how many people 
have come home under such compassionate circumstances ¢ 

Mr. McCarr. Not to my hi. Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. What would be your judgment on whether a man 
employed at the average rate of employment could afford to bring 
his family back if sent over by the Government ¢ 

Mr. McCarr. Even with the allowances that are provided under 
some contracts, Madam Chairman—you take the employee in the 
GS-4. 5, 8,9 erades—it would be extremely difficult for them to afford 
the expensive travel rates and the other incidental expenses. 

I might add, just as a matter of comment, that you are aware our 
- nization is very much concerned about the problem of pay for 

Federal emp sloyees. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. We have heard something of that. 

Mr. McCarr. And, of course, my answer obviously would be they 
wouldn’t be able to incur the expense that would normally be required 
for that type of trip back home. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. I would gather, Mr. Smith, that when the bill was 
written the situation that was in mind was one of an emergency of 
early return home. 

Mr. Smirn. That is my understanding. 

Mrs. Cuurcnu. In other words, if somebody wanted to go home 
ahead of the others. 

Mr. Smirn. Yes. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. However, the way it is now written I think they 
might go home for compassionate reasons and stay. 

Mr. Smiru. Yes. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. This concludes the list of witnesses. 

Is there anyone else present who wishes to make a statement ? 

Mr. Smitit. I would like to have inserted in the record 3 statements, 
| from Congressman Bennett, 1 from Mr. Steward of the National 
Federation Employees, and 1 from Mr. Milne of the International 
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, A. F. of L., if that is possible. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Without objection, they will be introduced at this 
point in the record. 

(The statements referred to are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF J. Scott MILNE, INTERNATIONAL PRESIDENT, INTERNATIONAL BroTH- 
ERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 


Mr. Chairman and members of the House Committee on Government Opera 
tions, my name is J. Scott Milne. I am international president of the Inter- 
national Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, affiliated with the American 
Federation of Labor, with headquarters located at 1200 15th Street NW, 
Washington 5, D. ¢ 
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transportation should be paid regardless of when spent In some cases it would 
be cheaper to the Federal Gover ent to return the family before the end 


tour of dut When the family becomes dissatisfied in an overseas 
sition, the dissatisfaction spreads rapidly A disgruntled, fault-finding work 


! becomes an inefficient workman 
The membership of our orga ition on the Canal Zone have a special prob 
I egislative represent e of the Canal Zone Central Labor Union- 





Me Trades Council, AFL, M Howard E. Munro, will appear before the 
ee to supply you with firsthand information I am familiar with this 





! nd endorse the rec endations made by him 
[ appreciate the opportunity of submitting this statement on H. R. 179 for your 
3 } I thank you one and a sincerely 
oF | ( S » PRESIDEN N »N I ATION OF 
I ZAL EMPLOYEES 
H. R. 179. amend section 7 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946, as 
Propose 0 ameliorate a cond on which at the present time, under 
‘ ! Vv, Wo! 1 vel rio hardship on civilian employees stationed out 
1 il United State 
At the ] ent time employees, notwithstanding the fact that they have satis 
ved up to their initial agreement for service abroad, are, nevertheless, 
‘ ing forced to bear the expense of transportation and ship 


household effects in inst es where the condition was imposed by author- 


ight 0 iv circumstances over which the individual employee had no 


ry present situation not only works a hardship on employe es but increases the 


f recruiting and retaining in overseas positions qualified personnel. 
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We feel that the enactment of H. R. 179 is not only a sound proposal from an 
administrative standpoint but is needed in order to deal fairly with the employees 
concerned, and we urge its early and favorable consideration. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. CHARLES E. BENNETT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
rHE STATE OF FLORIDA 


I deeply appreciate this opportunity of ak ga statement in behalf of the 
provisions of H. R. 179 The language of the bill is technical in nature and 
I am not an authority on its exact language However, as 1 understand the 
purpose of the legislation, it would reinstate the privilege previously enjoyed 
by persons serving the United States Government in foreign locations when they 


were allowed to return to their homes in the United States at the end of their first 
period of service and were thereafter returned to their jobs overseas without 
expense to themselves. The constituents who have written me about this legis 
lation have maintained that the Comptroller General has ruled that this previ 
ously described procedure has now been abolished so that renewal employment 
igreements are prohibited and employees must receive a complete separation in 
every sense of the word before they can receive the benefits of a completed period 
of obligated service and the benefits which formerly accrued I um told that 
this new procedure will actually cost the Government additional sums of money 
because employees’ household effects would have to be shipped back to the United 
States and then be reshipped to the overseas activities and because of other 
incidentals which flow from the changed situation If your committee should 
find that these facts are as they have been presented to me and as I have reported 
them from the correspondence of constituents, it would seem to me to be a worthy 
thing to do to enact legislation to correct this situation and allow the benefits 
as they were previously allowed. I understand that H. R. 179 would accomplish 
this objective. 


Mrs. Cuurcn. If there is nothing further, the meeting is adjourned. 
(Whereupon, at 1:39 p. m., the hearing was adjourned.) 





A BILL TO AMEND SECTION 7 OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE 
EXPENSES ACT OF 1946, AS AMENDED 





FRIDAY, MAY 14, 1954 


Unirep Srares House or Representatives, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EXECUTIVE AND 
LyeGisLATIVE REORGANIZATION, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, PU, 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:10 a. m. in room 1501, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Marguerite Stitt Church (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present : Representative Marguerite Stitt Church (acting chairman 
of the subcommittee), Clare E. Hoffinan, Clarence J. Brown, John W. 
McCormack, and Jack B. Brooks. 

Also present: Helen M. Boyer, staff director, and Clyde W. Smith, 
counsel, 

Mrs. Cuurcu. The meeting will come to order. 

We have present with us today Mr. Bartlett, the Delegate from 
Alaska. 

Will you proceed, please, Mr. Bartlett. 


STATEMENT OF HON. E. L. BARTLETT, A DELEGATE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE TERRITORY OF ALASKA 


Mr. Bartrierr. Thank you, Mrs. Church. 

My name is EK. L. Bartlett, Delegate in Congress from Alaska. 

I have read several of the statements submitted in your previous 
meeting in connection with H. R. 179. By doing so I know that there 
is no need for me to submit a voluminous statement here, because the 
issues have been well defined. 

I should like to endorse H. R. 179. It appears to me that this is 
desirable legislation and would make good law. 

I have for a few minutes before you called the committee to order 
been reading the testimony taken on April 30 in connection with this 
bill. I have noted that at the time a witness from the Department of 
the Interior appeared before the committee and expressed some appre- 
hension over the possible effects of the bill in Alaska and Hawaii in 

case it became law. I have not had time to read all of the testimony 
pertaining to that subject, but enough, I believe, to get the point that 
the Interior Department representation was that application of this 
bill to Alaska and Hawaii might have the effect of curbing local em- 
ployment of persons within those Territories who work for the 
Federal Government. 

I appreciate sincerely the interest of the Department of the Interior 
in guarding the rights of local persons in connection with employment 


io 
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Vi ith the Federal Government if the word “riohts” is the proper one 
to use in that connection. In any event, I applaud the Department of 
the Interior for its interest in seeing to it that it, as the most respon 
sible De spartine nt of the Government coneerned with the Territories. 
iall doe verything pos ible to bene fit | al employment. 
Howeve a I: ‘annot entertain the view expre ssecl by the Department 


of the Interior that this legislation would have any adverse e ffect on 
That situ ition. ] simply cannot see it. 

[ tl ink that those who do go to the Territories to work, from the 
mainland. should have the right which would be given them in this 
bill to come bael: to the State s occasionally at the expense of the Goy 
ernment. | thin K It 1 eood fol the Government as wel] as the indi 


du ils concernhe d. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Mr. Bartlett, it was my understanding that the De 
partment of the Interior had another objection, namely, that this 
bill would not lead people to stay permanently in those sections such 

Alaska or Hawaii, where the Department thought it might be val- 
unable to build up such strength. Will you comment on that ? 

Mr. BARTLETT. Well. I cannot see how the bill would have that 
effect. The reasoning behind that rather ese: ipes me. 

Mrs. Cnurcnu. I think the reason was by keeping their minds al 
ways pointed toward home it would lead to the desire not to settle 
permanently in the area in which they were working. 

Mr. Bartierr. I think when a person goes to work for the Federal 
Government, wherever it = be, this is the situation which tends 
fo arise. For example, in Alaska we have many persons within the 
lKederal establishment ine have come there long years ago and who 
have worked for the Federal Government. At the cone lusion of their 
working careers some of those people will stay on and continue to 
make their homes in Alaska. Others will return to the States. 

I suspect that that is a situation identical with that which we find 
elsewhere. Some of the people will go to California, and others will 
go to Florida, or wherever it may be. 

I suggest that the same thing happens when a Federal employee 
retires in South Dakota, or Chicago, or Massachusetts. He may stay 
in the place where he has made his home or go somewhere else. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. You would not feel any failure to permit him to go 
home such as occurs now, through inability to pay his way, or return 
because his way is not paid back, would endear him any more to the 
section ¢ 

Mr. Barrierr. No. But I have taken this attitude, that is, when 
a person is far away from home it is good to get back once in a while. 
Most of our people in Alaska today come from the 48 States. They 
are migrating people, as people of all the United States are. It is 
good for them and their personal lives and good for work habits, 
[ should think, to get away from it all occasionally. No one wants 
to stay in Washington, D. C., vear in and year out without getting 
away. And so it is in Hawaii and Alaska. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Mr. Bartlett, this bill really can be broken down 
I think in two ways. It attempts first of all to permit a man to come 
home on ordinary leave. There is another ph ees dealing with the 
shipment of his household effects, and with permission to ‘his family 
to come back, particularly in emergency for the family. 

Have you any comment on that ? 
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Mr. Barrierr. I am in favor of that, Mrs. Church. I am confining 
iny testimony pretty much, for obvious reasons, to the points raised 
by the Department of the Interior. 

Phe situation now is in Alaska, I know, that the requirements for 
Federal employment are such that they cannot be met locally 100 
percent, or anywhere close to it. People have to be recruited from 
the States. I simply fail to follow the argument, and maybe I am 
being very dense, that the application of the provisions of this bill 
to the Alaska situation would be detrimental to the employment of 
Alaska labor, or would cause the people within the area not to want 
to make their residence there. 

Of course, in that connection, Mrs. Church, we have another situa- 
tion which ties in in a certain way. We have a cost-of-living allow- 
ance paid to Federal employees within Alaska and Hawaii also, and 
in Puerto Rico. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. May I interrupt, Mr. Bartlett? Is that cost-of- 
living allowance based merely on a higher cost of living, or is it 
meant to offset the cost of transportation / 

Mr. Barrierr. No. It is based on higher cost of living. The 
transportation charges for commodities, of course, affect that cost 
of living. 

In Alaska that cost-of-living allowance is 25 percent higher. It 
gives the employee a 25 percent so-called differential. Now, the last 
time the cost-of-living survey was made at Anchorage, for example, 
it was discovered that the cost of living was 41 percent higher than 
in the District of Columbia. At Fairbanks it was 48 percent higher. 

So the cost-of-living allowance obviously did not meet the added 
cost to which thee mployee was subjec ‘ted in Alaska. 

At various times throughout the last few years efforts have been 
made in Congress to restrict payment of that allowance to persons 
recruited from the States, and to deny that allowance to the person 
locally hired. It has not been effectuated yet in respect to civilian 
personnel, but has been in respect to, the Alaskan boys drafted into the 
armed services. They do not receive certain foreign-duty allowances 
which go to boys recruited from elsewhere and sent to Alaska. 

The situation which would arise in the civilian field if that were 
ever to be made a matter of legislation would be that a girl who 
happened to have been born in Anchorage, and who worked for the 
Federal Government there, would have to do so without receiving 
the cost-of-living allowance, while a girl from New York, for example, 
who worked at the next desk, would get the 25 percent additional. 

For some reason some people have thought, and I have not been 
able to calculate why, that the Anchorage girl would be able to live 
cheaper in Anchorage than.the New York girl. although official esti- 
mates as last made show the cost of living there for one person as well 
as another to be 41 percent higher than the District of Columbia’s cost 
of living. 

The reason why I mention that, Mrs. Church, is I think it ties in 
to a certain extent with this very situation. That is, there is a great 
reluctance now, and a very understandable one, for persons “who 
have come to a Territory, whether it be Alaska or Hawaii, to identify 
themselves on the record as residents of that Territory. No matter 
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how badly they might want to do so. They might have gone to 
Juneau, for example, and fallen in love with the country and have 
wanted to become Alaskans as a matter of record as well as in spirit. 
But they are not going to do anything if they are wise, in my judg- 
ment, to shift their legal residence from their State of origin to 
Alaska because the next Congress, for all they know, might finally 
put through a provision denying the Alaskans this cost of living allow- 
ance, 

So the whole effect of that has been to be hurtful to the addition of 
new legal residents to the Territory. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Mr. Bartlett, you speak about the next Congress. I 
understood you to say the provision now exists whereby there is no 
increase in living allowances? 

Mr. Bartierr. No. If so, I misstated myself, Mrs. Church. 

Efforts have been made each year, except this year, for the last 
several years, to deny the cost of living allowance to civilian em- 
ployees working in the territory of their residence. Those efforts 
have not yet succeeded. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. They have never succeeded? 

Mr. Barttetr. No. But they have been renewed annually. Last 
year, for example, in the Department of Defense appropriation bill 
there was such a provision. It was stricken from the bill but left in 
that section was the one to which I alluded, dealing with military peo- 
ple only. So we have that very measurable handicap now to gaining 
new legal residents, because if they work for the Federal Government 
they don’t want to shift their place of residence. 

I honestly do not think, Mrs. Church, that the application of this 
bill to the Territories would have the adverse effect feared by the De- 
partment of the Interior. I applaud them for the concern, but I 
think that it is sort of a vague and uncertain concern, and if carried 
into effect by striking Alaska and Hawaii, for example, from the pro- 
visions of this bill if it should be enacted, it would tend to be gen- 
erally harmful, and the situation which caused the Department of the 
Interior to appear before you is not in my belief sufficiently dangerous 
to deny the Federal workers there the rights that would be con- 
ferred on them by this bill. 

Mrs. Crurcn. One of the Members of Congress in discussing the 

bill the other day mentioned the facts that he thought it obviously un- 
fair to make a special provision for transportation expenses to Hawaii 
and Alaska if they became States. He pointed out, infact. that if 
vou lived on the west coast and were being transferred to Alaska or 
Hawaii, that the expense involved would not be greater than getting 
from the southern tip of Florida, let us say, to Seattle. 

Mr. Bartierr. That may well be, Mrs. Church. T think the whole 
pattern of the Federal relationship will alter when statehood comes. 
T have no doubt about that at all. 

When I goto answer something like that T find mvself in this curious 


position. T cannot avoid arguine at this time for deserved benefits ‘ 
for the people of Al ka v hich MAY ¢ nia not he thers w! n stete- 
hood comes. But the fact is that statehood is not here and we are 


treating with a reality, and that is territorial status. 

T would tell you. Mrs. Church, out of a sincere belief that with the 
advent of statehood our population increase, which is very worthwhile 
now, will come at such a rapid rate that our transportation charges 
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will be lowered. There will be backhauls, and that sort of thing. The 
very high cost of living to which we are presently subjected will go 
down, and I believe as well as hope that. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Did you have any questions, Mr. Smith? 

Mr. Smiru. No, Mrs. Church. Thank you. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. We are very grateful to you, Mr. Bartlett. There is 
one other problem. I raised the question during the last hearing as 
to the wisdom of paying for the transportation home for families in 
times of emergency if no provision were made to get them back. I 
am not necessarily ready to argue that we should indiscriminately 
pay the fare home and return, but to me it is an anomalous situation 
when you send a family home. 

Let us say an emergency arises a month after the family arrives. 
Does that mean for 23 months that family should stay there? 

My question is, have you helped them ? 

Mr. Barrtierr. That is a real question. I can tell you have given 
much more thought to that part of this than I have. I just do not have 
an answer to that, Mrs. Church. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. I feel more than reasonably sure that the House 
would never accept a blanket provision that in an emergency a family 
can be given a round-trip ticket home. From the humanitarian point 
of view it might be possible, but from the standpoint. of possibility 
of abuse and expense it does not seem too wise to do it that way. 

Mr. Bartierr. Of course, we have to be careful nothing is written 
into legislation which might appear to be extreme. Secondly, we have 
to expect that the administrative agencies which would be in charge of 
administering such a law would use diseretion and would not be friv- 
olous with public funds in carrying out the provisions of the law. You 
are naturally going to have to repose great faith in the executive 
department of the Government that there is not going to be a constant 
succession of abuses. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Even without intentional abuse, there might be much 
more use of this provision than is anticipated from the records of the 
numbers who have made requests in the past. 

Maybe I am dealing more with the frailty of human nature. I 
happen to know from my own personal experience that an emergency 
might not seem so great to me if I balanced it against the cost to 
the family of paying my own way home. But if there were in the law 
a provision that I could be sent home, I would be inclined to ask for 
that permission. 

Mr. Bartietr. Of course. I think that follows as a consequence 
of the frailties of human nature. I recall myself I always found 
when I worked for the Government myself a ways back that it was 
much easier to travel with a T/R than with your personal checks. It 
is bound to be. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. If a committee amendment were introduced—and I 
am not indicating necessarily that it will be—but if a committee 
amendment were introduced to limit the provisions of the bill to pro- 
viding the expenses at the time of leave, would you consider that 
acceptable, Mr. Bartlett. 

Mr. Barter. I should think so. I don’t want to put myself in the 
position, Mrs. Church, of attempting to qualify as even a quarter of 
an expert in the technical provisions of this bill. I applaud in a gen- 
eral way its intent, but my principal purpose in coming before you 
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was to express the hope that Alaska and Hawaii would be included 
in whatever provisions the committee saw fit to adopt if the bill is 
reported out. Because in reading this testimony just before the hear- 
ing started I noticed that the distinguished gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts took somewhat the same position in his questioning as I am 
now—one which did not find him in complete agreement with the 
apprehensions of the Department of the Interior in connection with 
the applicat ions of the bill in all of its features to those two Territories. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Have you any questions, Mr. McCormack ¢ 

Mr. McCormack. No; I have my mind pretty well established on 
that particular aspect. I thoroughly respect the testimony of the 
representative of the Department of the Interior, but he impressed 
me that they were more concerned with permanent settlement, which 
is another and very desirable objective, but another field entirely, it 
seemed to me. 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes; and I do not feel, as I explained to Mrs. Church, 
that this bill will have painful effects on settlement within Alaska that 
the Department of the Interior feels may occur; although, as I said, 
I appreciate very much the alertness of the Department in informing 
the committee of its views on that, because the Department of the 
Interior, just as I am, is aiming at the permanent settlement of Alaska 
on a respectable scale at the earliest time. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Mr. McCormack, Mr. Bartlett did introduce in col- 
loquy with me the question of the effect of statehood if it were granted 
on the question of transportation. I think I am correct in saying that 
I introduced the question of whether, if Alaska became a State, there 
would be any more right for transportation to be paid there than for 
a worker leaving the southern tip of Florida and going to Seattle. 

I am not sure it is a complication, but at least it is something to be 
alert to, I think. 

Mr. McCormack. Of course, if Alaska becomes a State there are 
going to be many changes in status, I assume. Of course, Alaska is 
perfectly willing to assume all of the responsibilities of statehood, as 
well as the benefits. 

Mr. Bartierr. We have repeatedly said that, and we haven’t even 
gulped when we said it. 

Mrs. Cuurcnu. Thank you, Mr. Bartlett. 

Is there someone here to testify from the General Services Admin- 
istration, Mr. Smith, or have you a statement ? 

Mr. Smiru. Not that I know of. They sent no statement or witness. 

Mrs. Cuurcnu. Did they answer the letter at all? 

Mr. Smirn. There is no answer to the letter that I know of. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. It is rather amazing, because Mr. Mansure personally 
asked to be notified of the hearing. 

Off the record. 

Mrs. Cuvurcn. I would like to include in the record certain letters 
which have come from organizations, one from the Personnel Super- 
visors and Representatives Association, Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard. 
They have written several letters, and I feel any one might be included. 

Also a letter from the National Association of Naval Technical 
Supervisors and the American Federation of Technical Engineers; 
a telegram from Guam No. 23, National Association of Supervisors, 
Department of Defense, and a petition from local No. 1019, National 
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Federation of Federal Employees, and other affiliated employees of 
Alaska. ' 


THE 14TH Nava. District, 
PERSONNEL SUPERVISORS & REPRESENTATIVES ASSOCIATION, 
Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard, April 19, 1954. 
fion. MARGUERITE STIrr CHURCH, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mrs. CHurcH: As a Federal employee in the 14th Naval District, but 
a resident of the State of Illinois, I would like to call to your attention H. R 
179. This biil which is aimed at correcting an unfortunate situation resulting 
from the Comptroller General’s decision No. B104200 of August 16, 1951, is up 
for hearing before a subcommittee of the House Committee on Government 
Operations on April 30. 

You may well be aware of the fact that at the Peatl Harbor Naval Ship- 
yard and other naval activities in Hawaii there is a nucleus of professional 
top administrative and skilled trades personnel recruited from the mainland 
on contract. These personnel hold jobs which cannot be filled in the local 
Hawaiian labor market. 

Prior to rendition of the above decision, interpreting Public Law 600, such 
personnel could, upon completion of a 2-year contract, go on home leave and 
come back on a new 2-year contract. There civil-service status was not affected 
and an employee had a firm offer of a new contract before leaving for the 
mainland. 

With the handing down of the Comptroller General's decision referred to, 
plus the operation of certain other regulations, the picture has been changed 
so that a permanent civil-service employee can no longer get home leave without 
changing his status. Employees on indefinite appointments cannot even be given 
assurance of continued employment when they take off for home leave. 

It has been by observation in personnel work that this has resulted in an 
increase in turnover and increased training costs. No economies have resulted, 
for every time an experienced man leaves, an inexperienced man from the 
mainland must be hired in his stead. 

Good personnel practice certainly dictates retention of experienced personnel 
when it is possible to do so. Experienced personnel can be retained if there 
is a return to the former return-to-duty contract practices carried on before 
August 16, 1951. Passage of H. R. 179 will merely restore the former desirable 
practice. 

I strongly urge your study of this problem and am certain you will conclude 
that passage of the legislation is very much in the best interests of the Govern 
ment. As stated before, the cost to the Government will be no greater, qualified 
personnel will be content to remain in this area, and there will be a nucleus of 
stable experienced personnel essential to carrying on the Government’s work 
in this very important defense outpost. 

Sincerely yours, 
ETHEL H. NELSON, 
152 Glenwood Avenue, Glencoe, Ill. 


Hawaii address: 3 South Kalaheo, Kailua, Oahu, T. H. 





NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF NAVAL TECHNICAL SUPERVISORS, 
PEARL HARBOR CHAPTER, 
April 19, 1954 
Hon. MARGUERITE Stitr CHURCH, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DeAR Mrs. CourcH: As a member of the above organization and a resident 
of the State of Illinois, I would like to call to your attention the desirability 
of passage of H. R. 179. This bill comes up for hearing before a subcommittee 
of the Government Operations Committee on April 30. 

At the present time it is impossible for engineering and other technical per- 
sonnel of mainland background working in the Hawaiian area to get any home 
leave except under the most unfavorable conditions. If they are employees 
with permanent civil-service status, they lose such status and must accept an 
indefinite appointment if they desire to go home and come back out to Hawaii 
under a new contract. Engineers who do not have permanent status are equally 
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bad off. Even if they and their employing activity agree 100 percent on the 
desirability of a new contract agreement, the present regulations make it 1 
impossible for the employer to make a firm commitment of the employee which 

he can count on when he goes up to the mainland on leave. 

It has been the observation of this organization that many naval activities 
in this area possess a nucleus of skilled professional help recruited on the main- 
land upon whom the activities must rely heavily. This is so because skills 
they possess are not available in the local labor market. Since the rendering 
of Comptroller General's decision No. B104200 of August 16, 1951, the situation 
has been extremely unfavorable to the recruitment and retention of qualified 
personnel. Turnover has increased among such personnel as have also costs of 
training them. There tends to be a constant replacement of experienced per- 
sonnel with new hands which could be largely avoided if the home-leave situa- 
tion were improved. I would also like to point out that present conditions are 
of no advantage to the Government economywise, since as mentioned above the 
replacement cannot be obtained locally. What happens is that an experienced 
man goes back to the mainland to stay after serving his contract term and a 
green man comes out at Government expense to take his place. 

I strongly urge your attention to this problem. Passage of H. R. 179 will 
restore practices existing in this area prior to August 16, 1951, and will do a 
lot to reduce turnover and achieve the stable and experienced corps of pro- 
fessional personnel so essential to the conduct of the Government’s business 
in this vital defense area. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert B. MIHLBAUER, 
3706 North Greenview Avenue, Chicago, Ill. 


Guam, May 6, 1954. 
Hon. MarGcuerite Stirr CHURCH, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 
Your effort favoring H. R. 179 deeply appreciated by thousands in Hawaii, 
Guam Trust Territory, Philippines, Japan, and Korea. 
A. WALTER JOHNSON, 
President, Guam No. 28, QNL National Association of Supervisors, 
Department of Defense. 


H. R. 179 
Hon. Delegate BARTLETT: 

We the undersigned members of Local 1019, National Federation of Federal 
Employees, and unaffiliated employees of Fort Richardson, Alaska, join in 
petitioning you to support the above legislation. 

A. J. Manra, 1005 East Ninth, Anchorage, Alaska; E. A. Marlar, 1362 
Richardson Vista, Anchorage, Alaska; Virginia E. Donaho, Box 
338, Anchorage, Alaska; Mabel S. McKinney, Engineer Supply 
Section (AGI), Fort Richardson, Alaska; Ann Leman, Box 1247, 
Anchorage, Alaska; Clarence E. LeDeux, Sr., Alaska District 
Engineer Supply Section; Ralph E. Detling, Engineer Section 
(AGD) ; Lloyd E. West, Engineer Supply Section (AGD) ; Arthur 
A. Schumal, Engineer Supply Section; Olie K. Magnuson, Engi- 
neer Supply Section (AGD); Vernon C. Bowen, Engineer Supply 
Section (AGD) ; James B. Drury, Signal Supply Section (AGD) ; 
V. R. Wedemeier, Signal Supply Section; Barbara Freeman, Sig- 
nal Supply Section (AGD). 


Mrs. Crrurcn. Mr. McCormack, I would like your judgment on how 
far we can go in reading the bill for amendment. I think we have all 
of the testimony and inclusions. There are certain amendments which 
have been recommended by the various departments, and which 
counsel for the committee has listed. 


We have no quorum present. Do you think we could find Mr. 
Hoffman? 
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Mr. Smirn. Mrs. Church, I have two letters for inclusion in the 
record too, if you want to put them in. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. From whom are they / 

Mr. Smiru. One is from the American Federation of Technical 
Engineers, in which they endorse the bill, and then another letter 
from Mr. Munro from the Central Labor Union Metal Trades Coun- 
cil of the Panama Canal, in which he asks that his letter be included, 
too. 

Mrs. Courcn. Without objection, they wil! be included at this point 
in the record. 

(The letters are as follows:) 


AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TECHNICAL ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D. C., April 29, 1954. 
Hon. CLArE EF, HOFFMAN, 
The Ilouse of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C 


Dear Sir: The American Federation of Technical Engineers, AFL, endorses 


H. R. 179, a bill to amend section 7 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946, 
as amended. This bill was introduced by Congressman Rivers, and has been 
referred to the Committee on Government Operations. 

Unfortunately, I am unable to appear personally to testify at the committee 
hearings in support of this legislation. I am sailing from New York for Geneva, 
Switzerland, on April 380, to represent the American Federation of Labor aft the 
International Labor Organization meeting 

The American Federation of Technical Engineers endorses H. R. 179 be 
cause it: 

1. Extends a condition of employment to all Federal employees now applicable 
only to the United States Department of State and the Foreign Operations 
Administration 

2. Extends to all Federal employees a condition of employment that has been 
standard practice in private industry for many years. 

3. Allows reasonable treatment for employees who, for various reasons, are 
physically or mentally unable to cope with conditions encountered in foreign 
ser, 1ce, 

It would be appreciated if this letter were incorporated in the record of the 
hearing. Any assistance you can give to achieve the enactment of this bill will 
be appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 
RuSSELL M. StepnEens. President. 


May 11, 1954. 
Hon. MARGUERITE 8S. CHURCH, 
Chairman, Executive and Legislative Reorganization Subcommittee, 
Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DeAR Mrs. Cuurcn: Subsequent to the hearings on H. R. 179 before your sub- 
committee, a check has been made as to its application to employees on the Canal 
Zone. It is believed that this legis'ation will apply to those employees who 
were hired after the enactment of Public Law 600, 79th Congress, in 1946. This 
assumption is made on the basis that they have signed a travel agreement and 
receive free transportation to and from the Canal Zone upon completion of 
their travel agreement if they terminate their employment. 

As you are no doubt aware, May 4, 1954, is the 50th anniversary of the Panama 
Canal. While none of the employees who went to the isthmus in 1904 are in 
service today, there are United States citizen employees whose service dates back 
to 1907. It is evident that those whose service predates 1946 do not have a 
signed travel agreement as such. 

I have been unable to determine when the Panama Canal (renamed the Canal 
Zone Government and the Panama Canal Company by Public Law 841, 81st 
Cong.) started using a publication entitled “A Manual of Information Concern- 
ing Employment for the Panama Canal” in their recruitment program. How- 
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ever, a manual dated “Revised July 1, 1942,” under “General Conditions of Em 
ployment” states the following: 

“15. Free transportation to United States on termination of service.—Em- 
ployees who are citizens of the United States will, on termination of service, be 
granted free transportation to the United States as follows: 

‘(a) To New York on Panama Railroad Steamship Line.—Free transporta 
tion to New York on the Panama Railroad Steamship Line will be granted: 
(1) to employees with 3 years’ continuous service without regard to the manner 
in which the employment terminates or is terminated, (2) to employees with 
less than 8 years’ service who were appointed in the United States and whose 
employment is terminated by authority of the Governor of the Panama Canal 
for any cause other than inefficiency or misconduct, and (3) to employees with 
continuous service of 6 montbs or more but less than 3 years who were appointed 
on the isthmus for permanent employment, and whose employment is terminated 
by authority of the Governor for any reason other than inefficiency or mis 
conduct. 

“(b) To any United States port by another line; limitation.—Employees 
entitled to free transportation to New York on the Panama Railroad Steamship 
Line, under paragraph (a) of this section, may in lieu thereof be granted free 
transportation to any port of the United States by any other line: Provided, 
however, That if the cost of such transportation exceeds $50, the employee shall 
pay such excess cost. 

(c) To port of embarkation Employees who were appointed in the United 
States and to whom free transportation was furnished from a port other than 
New York will on termination of service be granted free transportation to the 
port of embarkation (1) if they were appointed prior to April 1, 1914, and have 
served continuously since such appointment, or (2) if their employment is 
terminated by retirement, or (3) is terminated by the Governor for any cause 
other than inefficiency or misconduct. Employees entitled to free transporta- 
tion to port of embarkation, as provided in this paragraph, may in lieu thereof 
be granted free transportation to any other port of the United States: Provided, 
however, That such employees shall pay any excess in the cost of such trans- 
portation over the cost to the port of embarkation. 

“(d) Availability of benefits hereunder.—Benefits authorized upon the basis, 
as stated in this section, of 8 years’ continuous service, or of appointment prior to 
April 1, 1914, and continuous service thereafter, or of termination of employ- 
ment by retirement, shall be available to an employee at any time after termina 
tion of his employment Benefits authorized upon the sole basis, as stated in this 
section, of termination of employment by authority of the Governor for a cause 
other than inefficiency or misconduct, shall be available to an employee for a 
period of 6 months immediately following termination of his employment, and 
not thereafter.” 

In addition to the employees of the Panama Canal Company and the Canal 
Zone government, there are United States citizen civilian employees of the 
Department of the Army and the Department of the Navy who originally went 
to the isthmus prior to 1946 who do not have any travel agreement. 

I do not believe that your committee will want to penalize these employees 
because their service predates 1946, nor do I believe your committee would want 
their status to be left in an uncertain condition. Therefore, it is with these 
thoughts in mind that I call this group of employees to your attention so that 
their status can be clearly stated in the legislation or the committee report, 
should the legislation receive favorable consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 


Howarp E. Munro, 
Legislative Representative, A. F. of L. Building, 901 Massachusetts 
Avenue NW., Washington 1, D. C. 
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TABLE I 
‘lassificatior 
Classification Act Post ' i Total 
Title Dependents ill a ers dd 
LOW ance 
GS grade Rate ce t il 
Clerk-stenographer Grade 5 $3, 78 None $390 $1,050.00 | $1, 440.00 
Administrative assistant Grade 9 810 | Wife, 2 children S15 2 (97. 41 $1 
Supervisory auditor Grade 12 7,640 | Wife R55 2 400. 00 3 5 OO 
Attorney Grade 13 8,560 | Wife, 1 child 1, 000 2, 400. 04 3, 400. 00 
Investigator Grade 14 9, 600 do 1. 060 3. 000. 00 4. 060. 00 
TABLE IT 
Percent ap- 
a } plic d to 
Cost-of-living index at post eae > spendable E a 
(Washington equals 100 ‘a income in xample of post 
: determining 
allowance 
102.5-107.4 l 5 Brussels, Belgium. 
107.5-112.4 2 10 Goteberg, Sweden 
112.5-117.4 3 15 Paris, France 
117.5-122.4 4 20 Karachi, Pakistan. 
122.5-127.4 § 25 Cebu, Philippines 
127.5-132.4 6 30 Dakar, French West Africa. 
132.5-137.4 7 35 Habana, Cuba 
137.5-144.9 8 41.2 Bucharest, Rumania. 
145.0-154.9 9 5O None 
155.0-164.9 10 60 Prague, Czechoslovakia 
165.0-174.9 11 70 Caracas, Venezuela 
175.0-184.9 12 80 None 
185.0-194.9 13 90 Moscow. 
195.0-204.9 14 100 None 
205.0-214.9 15 110 None 
Computation of estimated costs and savings to result from enactment of H. R. 179, 
83d Cong. 
Navy Air Army C.and D. Total 
1. Number of employees completing contracts 
and eligible for renewal of employment 
agreements 2, 900 2, 750 5, 900 11, 550 
2. Line 1, less those who would delay return | 
beyond date of completion of employment | 
agreement 2, 500 2, 500 4, 950 9, 950 
3. Number who would renew employment agree- 
ment rather than resign if H. R. 179 enacted 1, 250 900 2,475 4, 625 
4. Cost of recruitment to replace those in item 3 
if they were to resign $277, 000 | $200, 000 $552, 000 $1, 029, 000 
5. Number in item 3 with families and eligible 
for transportation of household goods 310 225 620 1, 155 
6. Cost of item 5 $310, 000 | $542,000 | $1, 498, 000 $2, 350, 000 
a Estimated gross savings (item 4 plus 
item 6 $587,000 | $742,000 | $2, 050, 000 $3, 379, 000 
8. Increased direct transportation costs (em- 
ployees excluded from item 2 who would use 
benefits of H. R. 179 prior to normal date of 
return 97, 090 414, 000 ( 511. 000 
9. Net saving (item 7 less item 8) 490, 000 328, 000 2, 050,000 2 —$4, 000 2, 864, 000 


Assumes no accelerated return of individuals excluded from item 2 


2 Net cost 


increase 


to be deducted from total savings forecast by military departments. 
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